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9. See Rule XIV clause 2, House Rules
and Manual § 753 (1995). See also
§§ 9.5, 9.6, and 9.61, infra, for fur-
ther discussion of the principle that

decisions on recognition are not sub-
ject to appeal. For the parameters of
the Chair’s discretion, see House
Rules and Manual §§ 753–757
(1995).

10. See, for example, §§ 11.14–11.16,
infra.

11. See, for example, Rule XIV clause 3,
House Rules and Manual § 759
(1995) (right of committee member to
open and close debate). For prior
rights of committee members to rec-
ognition, see § 13, infra.

12. See § 12, infra, for the order of rec-
ognition.

tegrity and conduct during those hear-
ings.

While the falsification of a House
document is clearly a matter involving
the integrity of the proceedings of this
body, the alterations of my remarks,
without my permission, affects my
rights as an individual Member in my
representative capacity. I therefore rise
to a question of privilege in order to
clarify the record on this matter.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman states an appropriate point
of personal privilege, and the gen-
tleman is therefore recognized for 1
hour.

Parliamentarian’s Note: Ques-
tions of personal privilege under
Rule IX normally involve cases
where a Member’s reputation has
been damaged, particularly in
press accounts; but Rule IX de-
scribes as the second category of
privileged questions, the ‘‘rights,
reputation, and conduct of Mem-
bers, individually.’’

§ 9. Power and Discretion
of Speaker or Chairman

The rules of the House give the
Chair considerable discretion in
deciding whom to recognize, and a
decision on recognition is not sub-
ject to appeal.(9) The Chair is gov-

erned in the exercise of his power
of recognition by the standing
rules, which in some cases pro-
hibit recognition for specific pur-
poses (10) or which extend priority
to Members with certain qualifica-
tions.(11) The Chair is also gov-
erned by the usages and prece-
dents of the House which estab-
lish priorities of recognition based
on a fixed order of business.(12)

Cross References

Chair’s discretion as to recognition on
specific questions and motions, see
§§ 16 et seq., infra.

Chair’s discretion over recognition for
unanimous-consent requests, see § 10,
infra.

Chair’s discretion over yielding of time,
see §§ 29–31, infra.

Chair’s recognition for interruptions, see
§ 32, infra.

Chair’s recognition of Member to control
debate, see §§ 24 (role of manager), 26
(management by reporting committee),
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13. 110 CONG. REC. 7302, 7304, 88th
Cong. 2d Sess.

27 (designation of manager and opposi-
tion), and 28 (effect of special orders),
infra.

Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
and his authority generally, see Ch.
19, supra.

Chairman’s discretion over duration of
debate in Committee of the Whole, see
§ 74, infra.

Clerk’s power of recognition before the
election of the Speaker at the con-
vening of Congress, see Ch. 1, supra.

Distribution and alternation of time by
Chair, see § 25, infra.

Limitations on Chair’s power of recogni-
tion, see § 11, infra.

Recognition under limitation on five-
minute debate as within Chair’s discre-
tion, see § 22, infra.

Recognition for one-minute and special-
order speeches, see § 73, infra.

Speaker and his authority generally, see
Ch. 6, supra.

Speaker’s discretion over duration of de-
bate in the House, see § 67, infra.

f

Generally

§ 9.1 The power of recognition
rests with the Speaker and is
subject to his discretion.
On Apr. 8, 1964,(13) the House

was considering House Resolution
665, providing for taking a House
bill with Senate amendments from
the Speaker’s table and concur-
ring in the amendments. Before
consideration of the resolution

had been completed, the Speaker
declared a recess pursuant to pre-
viously granted authority. When
the recess expired, the Speaker
announced that the unfinished
business was the reading of an-
other bill which had just been en-
grossed.

Mr. Oliver P. Bolton, of Ohio,
raised a parliamentary inquiry
whether the business properly be-
fore the House as uncompleted
business was the resolution being
considered before the recess. Mr.
Richard Bolling, of Missouri, then
withdrew the resolution in ques-
tion. Mr. Bolton objected to the
recognition of Mr. Bolling for that
purpose, stating that recognition
of Mr. Bolling was out of order
while Mr. Bolton’s inquiry went
unanswered.

Speaker John W. McCormack,
of Massachusetts, responded that
the withdrawal of the resolution
terminated the inquiry (becoming
merely hypothetical). Mr. Bolton
objected that the inquiry was
made before the resolution was
withdrawn and the Speaker stat-
ed: ‘‘The Chair will state that the
Chair has the power of recogni-
tion.’’

§ 9.2 Although members of the
committee reporting a bill
under consideration usually
have preference of recogni-
tion, the power of recogni-
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14. 113 CONG. REC. 19416, 19417, 90th
Cong. 1st Sess.

15. 121 CONG. REC. 26249, 26251, 94th
Cong. 1st Sess. For further discus-
sion of recognition for special orders,
see §§ 9.63–9.65 and § 10, infra.

16. Carl Albert (Okla.).

tion remains in the discre-
tion of the Chair.
On July 19, 1967,(14) in the

Committee of the Whole, Chair-
man Joseph L. Evins, of Ten-
nessee, recognized Mr. Edmond
Edmondson, of Oklahoma, for a
parliamentary inquiry and then
recognized him to offer an amend-
ment to the pending amendment.
Mr. William C. Cramer, of Flor-
ida, made the point of order that
William M. McCulloch, of Ohio,
the Chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary, which had re-
ported the bill, had been on his
feet seeking recognition to offer an
amendment at the time and that
members of the committee report-
ing the bill had the prior right
to be recognized. The Chairman
overruled the point of order and
stated:

The Chair is trying to be fair and
trying to recognize Members on both
sides. The Chair will recognize the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. McCulloch).

The Chairman recognized Mr.
McCulloch for a unanimous-con-
sent request and then recognized
Mr. Edmondson for debate on his
amendment.

§ 9.3 Rule XXV, which provides
that ‘‘questions as to the pri-
ority of business shall be de-

cided by a majority without
debate,’’ merely precludes
debate on motions to go into
Committee of the Whole, on
questions of consideration,
and on appeals from the
Chair’s decisions on priority
of business, and should not
be utilized to permit a mo-
tion directing the Speaker to
recognize Members in a cer-
tain order or to otherwise es-
tablish an order of business;
thus, the Speaker has de-
clined to recognize a Member
who sought to compel rec-
ognition of Members for
scheduled special orders.
On July 31, 1975,(15) the Speak-

er (16) declined to recognize a
Member who sought to make a
motion under Rule XXV to compel
recognition of Members for sched-
uled ‘‘special orders’’:

MR. PHILLIP BURTON [of California]:
Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order
that a quorum is not present. . . .

MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Speaker, I make a point of
order. . . .

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make
the point of order to this effect: Under
the new rules of the House, is it not
true that once the House has pro-
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ceeded to the closing business of the
day, granting requests for absences
and special orders, that it is no longer
in order to make a point of order that
a quorum is not present?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair has not
started to recognize Members for spe-
cial orders yet. All the business on the
Chair’s desk has been completed. . . .

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that the rules pre-
clude a quorum at this point because
personal requests have already been
read from the desk. A leave of absence
was granted to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Teague).

Under the new rules, Mr. Speaker, a
quorum does not lie after this point of
business in the day.

THE SPEAKER: If the Chair under-
stands the gentleman’s point of order,
it relates to the fact, which is a new
rule, not the rule we used to follow.
The rule is that once a special order
has started, the Member who has the
special order and is speaking cannot be
taken off his feet by a point of order of
no quorum. However, there is nothing
in the rules of which the Chair is
aware that requires the Chair to begin
to call a special order at any particular
time.

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I move
under rule XXV that the House pro-
ceed to recognize the Members pre-
viously ordered to have special orders
today, and on that I ask for a rollcall
vote.

MR. [MICHAEL T.] BLOUIN [of Iowa]:
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The question was taken.
MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, on that,

I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 137, nays
202, not voting 95, as follows: . . .

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, under
rule XXV, I again renew my motion
that the Chair proceed to the recogni-
tion of other Members who have pre-
viously been granted special orders for
today.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Danielson).

MR. [GEORGE E.] DANIELSON [of
California]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

THE SPEAKER: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, there is
a motion pending.

Mr. Speaker, I object.
THE SPEAKER: Objection is heard.
MR. [RICHARD] BOLLING [of Mis-

souri]: Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

MR. [JOHN J.] RHODES [of Arizona]:
Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 142, nays
205, not voting 87, as follows: . . . .

Points of Order Against
Chair’s Exercise of Discretion

§ 9.4 A Member designated in a
resolution (discharged from
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17. 88 CONG. REC. 8080, 77th Cong. 2d
Sess.

the Committee on Rules) to
call up a bill having died, the
Speaker overruled a point of
order against his recognition
of another Member, in favor
of the bill, to call it up.
On Oct. 12, 1942,(17) the fol-

lowing resolution creating a spe-
cial order of business was called
up in the House following adop-
tion of a successful motion to dis-
charge the Committee on Rules
from its further consideration:

Resolved, That upon the day suc-
ceeding the adoption of this resolution,
a special order be, and is hereby, cre-
ated by the House of Representatives,
for the consideration of H.R. 1024, a
public bill which has remained in the
Committee on the Judiciary for 30 or
more days without action. That such
special order be, and is hereby, cre-
ated, notwithstanding any further ac-
tion on said bill by the Committee on
the Judiciary, or any rule of the House.
That on said day the Speaker shall rec-
ognize the Representative from Cali-
fornia, Lee E. Geyer, to call up H.R.
1024, a bill to amend an act to prevent
pernicious political activities, as a spe-
cial order of business, and to move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the consideration of
said H.R. 1024. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed 4 hours, to
be equally divided and controlled by
the Member of the House requesting

the rule for the consideration of said
H.R. 1024 and the Member of the
House who is opposed to the said H.R.
1024, to be designated by the Speaker,
the bill shall be read for amendment
under the 5-minute rule. At the conclu-
sion of the reading of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, and the amendments thereto, to
final passage, without intervening mo-
tion, except one motion to recommit.
The special order shall be a continuing
order until the bill is finally disposed
of.

Mr. Samuel F. Hobbs, of Ala-
bama, made a point of order
against consideration of the reso-
lution, on the grounds that the
Member named in the resolution,
Mr. Geyer, had died and that
therefore the resolution should
not be in order for consideration
by the House. Speaker Sam Ray-
burn, of Texas, ruled as follows:

A matter not exactly on all fours
with this, but similar to it, was ruled
on a few weeks ago. On that occasion
both the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member of the committee were
absent. A point of order was made
against consideration of the bill be-
cause of that fact.

In ruling on the point of order at
that time the Chair made the following
statement:

‘‘The Chair thinks the Chair has
rather a wide range of latitude here.
The Chair could hold, and some future
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18. Id. at p. 8120.
19. Id. at pp. 6542–44.

Speaker might hold, that, since the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the committee are not here,
there could be no general debate be-
cause there was nobody here to control
it; but the present occupant of the
Chair is not going to rule in such a re-
stricted way.

‘‘The Chair is going to recognize the
next ranking majority member and the
next ranking minority member when
the House goes into the Committee of
the Whole.’’

We have here even a stronger case
than that. The absence of a living
Member may be his or her fault; the
absence of a dead signer of this peti-
tion is not his fault.

There is a rule followed by the chan-
cery courts which might well be fol-
lowed here. It is that equity never al-
lows a trust to fail for want of a trust-
ee. Applying that rule to the instant
case, the Chair holds that the consider-
ation of this legislation will not be per-
mitted to fail for want of a manager.
After all, an act of God ought not, in
all good conscience, deprive this House
of the right to consider legislation; es-
pecially so, since this House has by its
vote on the motion to discharge ex-
pressed its intent.

The Chair will recognize some Mem-
ber other than Mr. Geyer to call up the
bill on tomorrow; for, if the Chair were
to hold that only Mr. Geyer could have
called up this motion, Mr. Geyer being
absent not through any act of his own
but through an act of God, the Chair
would be making such a restricted rul-
ing that now and in the future it might
prevent the House of Representatives
from working its will.

The Chair overrules the point of
order made by the gentleman from
Alabama.

On the following day, Oct. 13,
1942,(18) the Speaker recognized
Mr. Joseph A. Gavagan, of New
York, to move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of
the Whole pursuant to House Res-
olution 110; the Speaker reiter-
ated his ruling of the previous day
when Mr. Hobbs made a point of
order against the motion.

Parliamentarian’s Note: Speaker
Rayburn had ruled, on July 23,
1942,(19) that where a resolution
creating a special order of busi-
ness provided for general debate
in Committee of the Whole to be
equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of a committee, and
both were absent, the Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole
could recognize the next ranking
majority and minority members of
the committee to control the de-
bate in Committee of the Whole.
The authority to control the gen-
eral debate may also be delegated
by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member to the chairman
and ranking minority member of
the subcommittee with jurisdic-
tion over the measure (see Ch. 21,
supra).

Appeals From Decision on Rec-
ognition

§ 9.5 An appeal from the deci-
sion of the Speaker on a
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20. 72 CONG. REC. 9913, 9914, 71st
Cong. 2d Sess.

See Rule XIV clause 2, and com-
ments thereto, House Rules and
Manual § 753 (1995). The rule pro-
vides that the Speaker shall decide
on recognition, and since 1881 the
Chair has declined to entertain ap-
peals from decisions on recognition.

1. 126 CONG. REC. 18292, 96th Cong.
2d Sess.

2. Les AuCoin (Oreg.).

question of recognition does
not lie.
On June 2, 1930,(20) Speaker

Nicholas Longworth, of Ohio,
ruled that the motion to postpone
consideration of a vetoed bill was
not an essential motion whose de-
feat required recognition to pass
to a Member leading the opposi-
tion to the motion. Mr. Charles R.
Crisp, of Georgia, and Mr. John
N. Garner, of Texas, objected to
the ruling, and Mr. Garner at-
tempted to appeal from the
Chair’s ruling.

Mr. Carl R. Chindblom, of Illi-
nois, made the point of order that
an appeal did not lie on a matter
of recognition. The Speaker re-
sponded:

This is a matter purely of recogni-
tion. The Chair wants to be absolutely
fair. If he thought that there was any
possible unfairness in recognizing the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. Knut-
son), he would be the last one to recog-
nize him. . . .

The question is whether this was an
essential motion dealing with the mer-
its of the question. The Chair does not
think so, and the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Minnesota.

§ 9.6 A decision of the Chair on
a matter of recognition is not
subject to appeal or to a
point of order.
On July 2, 1980,(1) during con-

sideration of the Rail Act of 1980
(H.R. 7235) in the Committee of
the Whole, the following pro-
ceedings occurred:

MR. [ROBERT C.] ECKHARDT [of
Texas]: Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment offered
as a substitute for the amendment.

THE CHAIRMAN: (2) The Clerk will re-
port the amendment to the substitute
amendment.

MR. [EDWARD R.] MADIGAN [of Illi-
nois]: Mr. Chairman, a point of
order. . . .

I understand that the procedure is
that the members of the subcommittee
would be recognized for amendments
first. . . .

I further understand that the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland, a member of
the subcommittee, was on her feet
seeking recognition for the purpose of
offering an amendment, as well as the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
Broyhill). . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair will re-
spond to the gentleman by saying to
him that the normal procedure is to
recognize members of the full com-
mittee by seniority, alternating from
side to side, which the Chair has been
doing. The gentleman was recognized
under that procedure, and the Chair’s
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3. 139 CONG. REC. p. ll, 103d Cong.
1st Sess.

4. John P. Murtha (Pa.).

recognition is not in any event subject
to challenge.

Therefore, the gentleman is recog-
nized, and any point of order that the
gentleman from Illinois would make on
that point would not be sustained.

§ 9.7 A decision of the Chair on
the exercise of his discre-
tionary power of recognition
(in this case, for a unani-
mous-consent request) is not
subject to appeal.
On July 23, 1993,(3) the Chair

discussed the appealability of the
Chair’s refusal to recognize for
a unanimous-consent request for
consideration of a reported bill.

MR. [STEVE] GUNDERSON [of Wis-
consin]: Mr. Speaker, my parliamen-
tary inquiry is this: Is it possible to
ask unanimous consent to bring H.R.
2667 for its immediate consideration?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (4) The
leadership on both sides of the aisle
has to agree to allow that unanimous-
consent request. . . .

MR. GUNDERSON: Mr. Speaker, I
have [a] parliamentary inquiry.

Is it possible to ask unanimous con-
sent at any time during the day to
bring up an appropriation bill for its
immediate consideration?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
chairman or his designee could bring
the bill up.

MR. GUNDERSON: . . . If, for exam-
ple, I were to move or ask unanimous

consent to do that and the Chair did
not recognize me, would it be possible
at that point to literally appeal the rul-
ing of the Chair for another Member to
bring it up?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: Under
a previous agreement between the
leaderships of the Democrat and Re-
publican side, only the chairman of
the committee would be recognized to
bring up the bill after agreement of
both leaderships by a unanimous-con-
sent request. Another Member would
not be recognized for that reason, and
the denial of recognition to make a
unanimous-consent request is not ap-
pealable.

Parliamentarian’s Note: The
precedents distinguish between
discretionary exercises of recogni-
tion, the conferral or denial of
which is not appealable, and ‘‘ex-
ercises of interpretive authority,’’
in which the Chair bases his deci-
sion on a rule of order. Of course,
the distinction blurs in some
cases. Thus, even where a decision
of the Chair is couched in terms of
a denial or conferral of recogni-
tion, a decision may be appealable
where it is based on an explicit or
implicit interpretation of the rules
and precedents, or where it is in
fact a decision on a question of
order. For further discussion of
this issue, see Deschler-Brown,
Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, Ch. 31 § 8.
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5. 126 CONG. REC. 19762–64, 96th
Cong. 2d Sess.

6. James C. Wright, Jr. (Tex.).

Decision on Recognition Can-
not Give Rise to Question of
Privilege

§ 9.8 It is not in order to raise
as a question of the privi-
leges of the House a propo-
sition to amend or interpret
the rules of the House or
to impinge on the Chair’s
power of recognition; thus,
where the Speaker Pro Tem-
pore had announced that he
would not entertain requests
to address the House for one
minute prior to legislative
business, a resolution direct-
ing that the Speaker exercise
his prerogative and reinsti-
tute the custom of allowing
one-minute speeches at the
beginning of the session was
held not to raise a question
of the privileges of the
House.
On July 25, 1980,(5) the fol-

lowing proceedings occurred in the
House:

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (6) . . .
As the Chair announced yesterday, re-
quests to address the House for 1
minute will be entertained at the con-
clusion of the legislative business
today, rather than at the begin-
ning. . . .

The Chair believes there is genuine
value in the 1-minute rule in the exer-

cise of free expression . . . . For all
its value, however, the Chair does not
believe that the 1-minute rule must
necessarily precede, nor be permitted
to postpone, the business of the
House. . . .

MR. [E. G.] SHUSTER [of Pennsyl-
vania]: Mr. Speaker, I rise to a point of
privilege.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state his privilege.

MR. SHUSTER: Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Whereas the custom of allowing
one-minute speeches is a long-
standing tradition of the House. . . .

Whereas the ability of the
Minority to be heard rests to a
large degree on the one-minute
speeches. . . .
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Speaker exer-
cise his prerogative and reinstitute
the custom of allowing one-minute
speeches at the beginning of the ses-
sion.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair must declare that a question of
the privileges of the House under rule
IX cannot impinge upon the Speaker’s
right of recognition. The gentleman’s
proposal is not, under rule IX, a privi-
leged resolution, and the Chair will so
rule. The Chair does not entertain the
resolution at this time.

Parliamentarian’s Note: As fur-
ther examples of the above prin-
ciple, Members may not, under
the guise of raising a question of
the privileges of the House, give
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7. See 133 CONG. REC. 5403, 100th
Cong. 1st Sess., Mar. 11, 1987.

8. See 134 CONG. REC. 20281, 100th
Cong. 2d Sess., Aug. 3, 1988.

9. 81 CONG. REC. 7686, 75th Cong. 1st
Sess.

10. 87 CONG. REC. 3917–39, 77th Cong.
1st Sess., May 12, 1941.

directions to the Speaker infring-
ing on his discretionary power of
recognition, by requiring that he
give priority in recognition to any
Member seeking to call up a mat-
ter highly privileged pursuant to a
statutory provision, over a mem-
ber from the Committee on Rules
seeking to call up a privileged re-
port from that committee; (7)] or by
requiring that he state the ques-
tion on overriding a veto before
recognizing for a motion to refer
(thereby overruling prior decisions
of the Chair to change the order of
precedence of motions).(8)

Recognition for General De-
bate

§ 9.9 Where the time for, and
apportionment of, general
debate in the Committee of
the Whole has not been fixed
by the House, the Chair has
discretion as to whom he will
recognize under the hour
rule.
On July 27, 1937,(9) the Com-

mittee of the Whole was con-
ducting general debate on a bill,
where the House had not fixed the
time of debate or how it should

be apportioned. Chairman Wright
Patman, of Texas, recognized Mr.
John Taber, of New York, for one
hour of debate. Mr. Bertrand H.
Snell, of New York, was refused
recognition by the Chair, who
stated ‘‘the question of recognition
is one to be determined by the
Chair.’’

The Chairman then answered a
parliamentary inquiry:

MR. [EARL C.] MICHENER [of Michi-
gan]: Under the rules of the House,
when we go into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union, as we have in this instance,
without fixing the time for debate, am
I correct in saying that anyone recog-
nized by the Chair is recognized for an
hour, and has the Chair the discretion
of recognizing certain individuals and
then permitting those individuals to
yield their time to other individuals, to
the exclusion of other Members who
are seeking recognition?

THE CHAIRMAN: That has been the
practice.

§ 9.10 The Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole rec-
ognized five Members succes-
sively for a total of one
hour’s debate, where such
debate had not been fixed by
the House.(10)

Announcement of Policies Con-
cerning Recognition

§ 9.11 Recognition is a matter
within the discretion of the
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11. 113 CONG. REC. 4997, 90th Cong. 1st
Sess.

12. 115 CONG. REC. 29219, 29220, 91st
Cong. 1st Sess.

13. 112 CONG. REC. 22020, 89th Cong.
2d Sess.

Chair, and the Chair may
refuse to curtail his discre-
tion by announcing in ad-
vance whom he will recog-
nize if a certain parliamen-
tary situation develops.
On Mar. 1, 1967,(11) Mr. Joe D.

Waggonner, Jr., of Louisiana,
stated a lengthy parliamentary in-
quiry on the procedures for con-
sideration of House Resolution
278, relating to the right of Mem-
ber-elect Adam C. Powell, of New
York, to be sworn in. Part of the
inquiry referred to control of
debate and recognition for debate
and motions if a hypothetical
parliamentary situation arose.
Speaker John W. McCormack, of
Massachusetts, responded as fol-
lows to the inquiry on recognition:

The question of recognition is one
that the Chair will pass upon if that
time [situation hypothesized by Mr.
Waggonner] should arise.

On Oct. 8, 1969,(12) Mr. John D.
Dingell, of Michigan, inquired of
Speaker John W. McCormack, of
Massachusetts, whether, if the
previous question were voted
down on the pending appropria-
tion bill, he would be recognized
to offer an amendment. The
Speaker responded:

The Chair is not going to give a pre-
liminary opinion as to whom the Chair
might recognize.

§ 9.12 The Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole does
not anticipate the order in
which amendments may be
offered nor does he declare
in advance the order of
recognition, but where he
knows a Member desires rec-
ognition to offer an amend-
ment, he may indicate that
he will protect the Member’s
rights.
On Sept. 8, 1966,(13) Chairman

Edward P. Boland, of Massachu-
setts, answered a parliamentary
inquiry as to the order of recog-
nition for offering amendments
under the five-minute rule:

MR. [ROBERT G.] STEPHENS [Jr., of
Georgia]: It is my understanding that
the procedures will be for the Minish
amendment to be considered and after
the Minish amendment is disposed of
then I will offer a substitute and it is
my understanding I will be recognized
immediately after the amendment for
the purpose of submitting that sub-
stitute. Is that the correct parliamen-
tary situation?

THE CHAIRMAN: Recognition, of
course, is within the discretion of the
Chair, but the Chair will protect the
gentleman’s rights.

§ 9.13 The Speaker on occasion
has announced his policy
concerning recognition for
certain purposes, including

VerDate 29-OCT-99 13:54 Nov 04, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00302 Fmt 8875 Sfmt 8875 E:\RENEE\52093C29.TXT txed02 PsN: txed02



9641

CONSIDERATION AND DEBATE Ch. 29 § 9

14. Sec. 117(b); 84 Stat. 1140.
15. H. Res. 5, 123 CONG. REC. 53–70,

95th Cong. 1st Sess., Jan. 4, 1977.
For the Speaker’s announcement in
the 98th Congress of his policy con-
cerning recognition for requests for
committees to sit during the five-
minute rule, see 129 CONG. REC.
3385, 98th Cong. 1st Sess., Mar. 3,
1983.

16. H. Res. 5, 139 CONG. REC. p. ll,
103d Cong. 1st Sess., Jan. 5, 1993. 17. Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. (Mass.).

the times during the legisla-
tive day when recognition
for such purposes would be
granted.
Formerly, Rule XI prohibited

committees from sitting at any
time when the House was in ses-
sion; the rule was narrowed to
proscribe sittings during the five-
minute rule by the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970.(14)

Subsequently, certain committees
were exempted from this rule (in-
cluding the Committees on Appro-
priations, the Budget, and Rules,
the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, the Committee
on Ways and Means and the Com-
mittee on House Administration).
A provision that special leave to
sit be granted if ten Members did
not object was added to the rule
in the 95th Congress.(15) In the
103d Congress the prohibition
against sitting during proceedings
under the five-minute rule was
stricken altogether (16) but was re-

instated in modified form in the
104th.

At the time the rule was in ef-
fect, the Speaker (17) stated:

The Chair announces that he will
recognize Members to make requests
for committees to sit during the 5-
minute rule only at certain times dur-
ing the legislative day. While the
precedents indicate that such requests
when pending are not votes requiring
the presence of a quorum, the Chair
wishes to avoid the need for a call of
the House pending such requests but
at the same time to assure predict-
ability as to when he will accord rec-
ognition. Therefore, the Speaker in-
tends to set up the following guide-
lines: . . .

The Speaker’s guidelines for
recognition for requests for com-
mittees to sit during the five-
minute rule pursuant to clause
2(i), Rule XI, requiring 10 objec-
tions to preclude permission fol-
lowing announcement of the legis-
lative schedule, were intended to
afford predictability as to when
recognition would be granted, to
avoid discretionary calls of the
House pending such requests, to
distinguish between hearing and
meeting requests, and to permit
meeting requests only on days
when legislative votes are sched-
uled but not after the completion
of legislative business.

§ 9.14 Pursuant to the Speak-
er’s policy announced in the
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18. 129 CONG. REC. 13365, 98th Cong.
1st Sess.

19. John P. Murtha (Pa.).

20. 82 CONG. REC. 1590, 75th Cong. 2d
Sess.

1. John W. McCormack (Mass.).

98th Congress in regard to
recognition for requests that
committees and subcommit-
tees be permitted to sit dur-
ing the five-minute rule, the
Speaker Pro Tempore indi-
cated on a day when no roll-
call votes were scheduled,
that such a request (except
as to hearings) should be
withheld until the next day,
when Members had been ad-
vised there could be rollcall
votes.
The following exchange occurred

in the House on May 23, 1983: (18)

MR. [NORMAN Y.] MINETA [of Cali-
fornia]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Buildings and Grounds of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation and the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation have per-
mission to sit during the 5-minute rule
in the House on Wednesday, May 25,
1983.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE:(19) The
Chair will advise the gentleman that
under the Speaker’s statement he will
have to make that request tomorrow.

Recognition To Offer Amend-
ments

§ 9.15 Recognition among
Members seeking the floor in
the Committee of the Whole

for the purpose of offering
amendments is within the
discretion of the Chair.
On Dec. 15, 1937,(20) Mr. Gerald

J. Boileau, of Wisconsin, raised
a parliamentary inquiry as to
whether perfecting amendments
had priority over substitute
amendments:

MR. BOILEAU: Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do so to
propound a parliamentary inquiry as
to the order in which amendments are
to be offered. The amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from New Jersey
is now pending. Would not perfecting
amendments have priority of consider-
ation over a substitute amendment?

THE CHAIRMAN: (1) The Chair has no
knowledge of what amendments may
be offered; but ordinarily a perfecting
amendment has precedence over a mo-
tion to substitute insofar as voting is
concerned. If the unanimous-consent
request is granted, it is the under-
standing of the Chair that amend-
ments will be offered section by sec-
tion.

MR. BOILEAU: Nevertheless, it is the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Jersey that would be
before the House.

THE CHAIRMAN: That is before the
Committee now.

MR. BOILEAU: Would not perfecting
amendments have priority over an
amendment to substitute?

THE CHAIRMAN: So far as voting is
concerned, yes.

VerDate 29-OCT-99 13:54 Nov 04, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00304 Fmt 8875 Sfmt 8875 E:\RENEE\52093C29.TXT txed02 PsN: txed02



9643

CONSIDERATION AND DEBATE Ch. 29 § 9

2. 84 CONG. REC. 8311, 76th Cong. 1st
Sess.

MR. BOILEAU: I appreciate that fact,
but may I propound a further par-
liamentary inquiry, whether or not a
Member rising in his place and seeking
recognition would not have a prior
right to recognition for the purpose of
offering a perfecting amendment to the
amendment now pending?

THE CHAIRMAN: It does not nec-
essarily follow that such Member
would have a prior right. Recognition
is in the discretion of the Chair.

MR. BOILEAU: I recognize it does not
necessarily follow, but I am trying to
have the matter clarified. Therefore I
ask the Chair whether or not a Mem-
ber who qualifies as offering a per-
fecting amendment does not have prior
right of recognition in offering such
amendment?

THE CHAIRMAN: . . . [T]he Chair
does not feel he should estop himself of
his own discretion in the matter of rec-
ognitions.

MR. BOILEAU: Does the Chair then
rule that is within the discretion of the
Chair rather than a right of the Mem-
ber?

THE CHAIRMAN: In answer to the
gentleman’s inquiry, the Chair is of the
opinion it is within the province of the
Chair whom the Chair will recognize,
having in mind the general rules of the
House.

On June 29, 1939,(2) Chairman
Jere Cooper, of Tennessee, in-
dicated that where a Member
had been recognized to offer an
amendment but not for debate
thereon, the Chair could in his

discretion refuse to recognize
members of the committee report-
ing the bill to offer amendments if
they had not been on their feet
seeking recognition:

MR. [HAROLD] KNUTSON [of Min-
nesota]: Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the Clerk’s desk which
I would like to offer at this time.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Knut-
son: Strike out all of section 1 and
insert the following——

MR. [HAMILTON] FISH [Jr., of New
York] (interrupting the reading of the
amendment): Mr. Chairman, would it
be in order for the committee members
to be recognized first to offer amend-
ments?

MR. KNUTSON: I have already been
recognized.

THE CHAIRMAN: If there is any mem-
ber of the committee seeking recogni-
tion, he is entitled to recognition.

MR. FISH: Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be recognized.

MR. KNUTSON: I already have the
floor, and have been recognized.

MR. H. CARL ANDERSEN [of Min-
nesota]: Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Knutson] has al-
ready been recognized.

THE CHAIRMAN: Recognition is in the
discretion of the Chair, and the Chair
will recognize members of the com-
mittee first. Does the acting chairman
of the committee seek recognition?

MR. [SOL] BLOOM [of New York]: Mr.
Chairman, I would like to ask whether
the committee amendments to section
1 have been agreed to?

THE CHAIRMAN: The only one the
Chair knows about is the one appear-
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3. 122 CONG. REC. 17764, 94th Cong.
2d Sess.

4. William H. Natcher (Ky.).

ing in the print of the bill, and that
has been agreed to.

MR. BLOOM: In line 16, there is a
committee amendment.

MR. KNUTSON: Mr. Chairman, I was
recognized by the Chair.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair feels that
inasmuch as members of the com-
mittee were not on their feet and the
gentleman from Minnesota had been
recognized, the gentleman is entitled to
recognition.

§ 9.16 While recognition of
Members to offer amend-
ments is within the Chair’s
discretion and cannot be
challenged on a point of
order, the Chair under the
precedents alternates rec-
ognition between majority
and minority members of the
committee reporting the bill.
During consideration of the

Outer Continental Shelf Act (H.R.
6218) in the Committee of the
Whole on June 11, 1976,(3) the fol-
lowing occurred:

THE CHAIRMAN: (4) The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. Murphy).

The amendment was agreed to.
MR. [JOHN M.] MURPHY of New

York: Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Mur-
phy of New York; On page 59, lines

12 to 20, strike paragraphs 5(a), (6),
(7), and (8) and renumber subse-
quent paragraphs accordingly.

MR. [HAMILTON] FISH [Jr., of New
York]: Mr. Chairman, a point of order.

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman will
state his point of order.

MR. FISH: Mr. Chairman, the minor-
ity has amendments to offer, including
a substitute amendment to title II. It
is my understanding that the minority
would have its turn at the same time
as the majority in considering the
amendments.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair would ad-
vise the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Fish) that that would not come
under the category of a point of order;
but the Chair would further advise the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Fish)
that since the gentleman has raised
the point, the Chair will alternate from
side to side.

§ 9.17 The order of recognition
to offer amendments is with-
in the discretion of the
Chair, who may either base
his initial recognition on
committee seniority or upon
the preferential voting status
of the amendments sought to
be offered; thus, where both
a pending amendment and a
substitute therefor are open
to perfecting amendments,
the Chair has the discretion
of first recognizing either the
senior committee member, or
a junior committee member
whose amendment would be
first voted upon, where both
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5. 125 CONG. REC. 11135, 11136, 96th
Cong. 1st Sess.

6. Paul Simon (Ill.).

7. Mr. Seiberling was senior to Mr.
Huckaby on the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs, but Mr.
Huckaby’s amendment was to be
voted on first and he represented the
majority position on the committee.

amendments could ultimate-
ly be pending at the same
time.
The following proceedings oc-

curred during consideration of the
Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act of 1979 in the
Committee of the Whole on May
15, 1979: (5)

THE CHAIRMAN: (6) For what purpose
does the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Seiberling) rise?

MR. [JOHN F.] SEIBERLING [of Ohio]:
Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
at the desk.

THE CHAIRMAN: Is this to the Udall
substitute?

MR. SEIBERLING: Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk to the
Udall-Anderson bill, which is actually
a series of technical amendments
which I will ask unanimous consent to
offer en bloc. . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: Since there is no
other amendment pending to the Udall
substitute, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Ohio may be offered. . . .

MR. [JOHN B.] BREAUX [of Lou-
isiana]: Mr. Chairman, assuming there
is an amendment to be offered to the
so-called Breaux-Dingell merchant ma-
rine version, that would take prece-
dence over an amendment to the so-
called Udall-Anderson interior bill?

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair has the
option either to recognize the senior
Member first or to first recognize that
Member seeking to offer the amend-

ment which will be preferential and
first voted upon.

MR. [THOMAS J.] HUCKABY [of Lou-
isiana]: Mr. Chairman, I have amend-
ments at the desk for the Breaux-Din-
gell bill.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Clerk will re-
port the amendments.(7)

MR. [DON H.] CLAUSEN [of Cali-
fornia]: Mr. Chairman, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. Chairman, what is the par-
liamentary situation? Is there an
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. Seiberling) or
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
Huckaby)?

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Sei-
berling) sought recognition to amend
the Udall substitute, but the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. Huckaby)
has an amendment to the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries amendment in
the nature of a substitute, and he will
be recognized. The Chair will recognize
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Seiber-
ling) later for the purposes of offering
his amendment. . . .

MR. HUCKABY: Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Clerk will re-
port the amendments.

Parliamentarian’s Note: Mr.
Huckaby’s amendments to the
original amendment were subse-
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8. 125 CONG. REC. 11152, 96th Cong.
1st Sess.

9. 129 CONG. REC. 17089, 98th Cong.
1st Sess.

quently agreed to.(8) Mr. Seiber-
ling then indicated that he had
amendments to the substitute,
and Mr. Huckaby that he had fur-
ther amendments to the original
amendment. As noted above, the
Chair would have discretion to
recognize either Member; but the
Chair indicated that in either
case, the question would not be
put on amendments to the sub-
stitute until all amendments to
the original amendment had been
disposed of.

§ 9.18 While alternation of rec-
ognition between the major-
ity and minority Members
controlling debate in the
House, or continued recogni-
tion of that Member having
the most time remaining, are
two customary factors gov-
erning recognition by the
Chair, neither factor is bind-
ing on the Chair, who may
exercise discretion in confer-
ring recognition where con-
trol has been equally di-
vided, and may entertain a
motion for the previous ques-
tion by the manager of the
measure if neither side seeks
to yield further time.
On June 23, 1983,(9) Speaker

Pro Tempore Jim Moody, of Wis-

consin, responded to several par-
liamentary inquiries regarding
procedures for recognition. The
proceedings in the House during
consideration of House Concurrent
Resolution 91 (revising the fiscal
1983 congressional budget and
setting forth the fiscal 1984 budg-
et) were as follows:

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Does the gentlewoman seek recogni-
tion?

MRS. [LYNN] MARTIN of Illinois: Mr.
Speaker, could the Chair inform us
how much time each side of the aisle
has remaining?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman from Oklahoma has 35 min-
utes left and the gentleman from Ohio
has 211⁄2 minutes left.

MRS. MARTIN of Illinois: Then we
will allow the other side of the aisle to
catch up.

MR. [JAMES R.] JONES of Oklahoma:
Does the gentlewoman want to yield
back her time?

MRS. MARTIN of Illinois: Mr. Speak-
er, I am reserving the balance of my
time.

MR. JONES of Oklahoma: Our side
just spoke. If the gentlewoman does
not want to use her time and have her
side go forward, the gentlewoman can
reserve her time and we can reserve
ours and we can dispense with the rest
of the debate.

MRS. MARTIN of Illinois: Mr. Speak-
er, may I ask the outstanding chair-
man, the gentleman from Oklahoma,
will he then yield that time to us?

Well, we will reserve our time for
now and await the gentleman’s deci-
sion.
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10. 120 CONG. REC. 27258, 27259, 93d
Cong. 2d Sess.

MR. JONES of Oklahoma: Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to state a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state it.

MR. JONES of Oklahoma: Mr. Speak-
er, if we reserve our time, is the pre-
vious question then in order?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: Will
the gentleman restate the question?

MR. JONES of Oklahoma: The gentle-
woman has reserved her time. If we re-
serve our time, is the previous ques-
tion then in order?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: If nei-
ther side yields time, the Chair will en-
tertain a motion for the previous ques-
tion from the manager of the motion.

MR. [E. G.] SHUSTER [of Pennsyl-
vania]: Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state it.

MR. SHUSTER: Mr. Speaker, if not
the rules of the House, is it not the
tradition of the House that the side
with the most time remaining takes
the floor?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: That is
one variable. Alternating from side to
side is another tradition of the House.

—Committee Amendments

§ 9.19 Where a bill consisting
of several titles was consid-
ered as read and open to
amendment at any point
under a special ‘‘modified
closed rule’’ permitting ger-
mane amendments only to
certain portions of titles
but permitting committee

amendments to any portion
of the bill, the Chair first
recognized a Member to offer
committee amendments to
title I and then recognized
other Members to offer
amendments to that title.
On Aug. 7, 1974,(10) during con-

sideration of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1974 (H.R.
16090) in the Committee of the
Whole, Chairman Richard Bolling,
of Missouri, made the following
statement:

THE CHAIRMAN: No amendments, in-
cluding any amendment in the nature
of a substitute for the bill, are in order
to the bill except the following:

In title 1: Germane amendments to
subsection 101(a) proposing solely to
change the money amounts contained
in said subsection, providing they have
been printed in the Congressional
Record at least 1 calendar day before
being offered; and the text of the
amendment to be offered on page 13,
following line 4, inserted in the Con-
gressional Record of August 5, 1974, by
Mr. Butler.

In title 2: Germane amendments to
the provisions contained on page 33,
line 17, through page 35, line 11, pro-
viding they have been printed in the
Record at least 1 calendar day before
being offered; and the amendment
printed on page E5246 in the Record of
August 2, 1974.

In title 4: Germane amendments
which have been printed in the Record
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11. 121 CONG. REC. 34442, 94th Cong.
1st Sess.

12. Walter Flowers (Ala.).

at least 1 calendar day before they are
offered, except that sections 401, 402,
407, 409 and 410 shall not be subject
to amendment; and the text of the
amendment printed on page H7597 in
the Congressional Record of August 2,
1974.

Amendments are in order to any por-
tion of the bill if offered by direction of
the Committee on House Administra-
tion, but said amendments shall not be
subject to amendment.

Are there any Committee on House
Administration amendments to title I?

MR. [FRANK] THOMPSON [Jr.] of New
Jersey: Mr. Chairman, I offer three
committee amendments to title I of the
bill and I ask unanimous consent that
they be considered en bloc.

THE CHAIRMAN: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.
THE CHAIRMAN: The Clerk will re-

port the committee amendments.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments: . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. Thomp-
son).

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

THE CHAIRMAN: Are there further
committee amendments to title I?

MR. [PIERRE S.] DU PONT [IV, of
Delaware]: Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to title I.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. du
Pont: Page 2, line 16, strike ‘‘$5,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$2,500’’.

MR. DU PONT: Mr. Chairman, as re-
quired by the rule adopted by the

House today, my amendment was pub-
lished at pages E5306 and E5307 of
yesterday’s Record.

Yielding for Amendments

§ 9.20 A Member recognized
under the five-minute rule
may not yield to another
Member to offer an amend-
ment (thereby depriving the
Chair of his power of rec-
ognition), but he may by
unanimous consent yield the
balance of his time to an-
other Member who may
thereafter offer an amend-
ment.
The proposition described above

was demonstrated in the Com-
mittee of the Whole on Oct. 30,
1975,(11) during consideration of
H.R. 8603, the Postal Reorganiza-
tion Act Amendments of 1975:

(Mr. Cohen asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

MR. [PIERRE S.] DU PONT [IV, of
Delaware]: Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

MR. [WILLIAM S.] COHEN [of Maine]:
I yield to the gentleman from Dela-
ware.

MR. DU PONT: Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

THE CHAIRMAN: (12) The Chair will
state that the gentleman from Maine
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13. 72 CONG. REC. 907, 908, 71st Cong.
2d Sess.

cannot yield for the purpose of the gen-
tleman from Delaware offering an
amendment.

MR. COHEN: Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yield the balance
of my time to the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. du Pont).

THE CHAIRMAN: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Maine?

There was no objection.
THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman from

Delaware is recognized for 2 minutes.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DU PONT

MR. DU PONT: Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read the amendment as
follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. du
Pont: Page 32, immediately after line
26, add the following new section:

Sec. 16. (a) Chapter 6 of title 39,
United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new section: . . .

Effect of Special Rules

§ 9.21 Where a special rule pro-
viding for the consideration
of a measure provides for the
apportionment of time ‘‘be-
tween those favoring and
those opposing’’ the measure,
it is within the discretion of
the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole as to
those Members he will recog-
nize to control the time.
On Dec. 18, 1929,(13) Speaker

Nicholas Longworth, of Ohio, an-

swered a parliamentary inquiry
on the procedure of recognition in
the Committee of the Whole:

MR. [GEORGE] HUDDLESTON [of Ala-
bama]: Mr. Speaker, the rule under
which we are to consider the resolution
provides that the time in general de-
bate shall be equally divided and con-
trolled by those favoring and those op-
posing the resolution. I think it would
be informative to the House to know
just how that division is to be made.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair would
think that that would be in the discre-
tion of the Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole.

MR. HUDDLESTON: Then the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
the Speaker thinks, has discretion to
recognize any Member who may gain
his attention, and that Member having
gained the floor would be entitled to an
hour?

THE SPEAKER: Not necessarily.
MR. HUDDLESTON: To what time

would he be entitled?
MR. [J. CHARLES] LINTHICUM [of

Maryland]: The resolution provides
that.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair would
think that the Member being recog-
nized in favor of the proposition would
be entitled to control half the time and
the Member announcing himself op-
posed to the proposition would be enti-
tled to control half of the time.

MR. HUDDLESTON: The Speaker
thinks that that would be the interpre-
tation even though it gave the Member
so recognized an hour and a half,
when, under the rules of the House, a
Member is entitled only to one hour?

THE SPEAKER: The resolution pro-
vides that the time for general debate
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14. 128 CONG. REC. 12141, 97th Cong.
2d Sess. 15. Richard Bolling (Mo.).

shall be equally divided and controlled
by those favoring and opposing the res-
olution.

MR. HUDDLESTON: It does not pro-
vide that it shall be apportioned to any
particular Member.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair would
think that the Member announcing his
opposition to the resolution would be
entitled to control an hour and a half.

§ 9.22 Where a special rule per-
mits both the offering of
specified perfecting amend-
ments in a certain order and
pro forma amendments, the
Chair has discretion to rec-
ognize Members to offer pro
forma amendments to debate
the underlying text between
consideration of perfecting
amendments.
The following proceedings oc-

curred in the Committee of the
Whole on May 26, 1982,(14) during
consideration of House Concurrent
Resolution 345 (the first concur-
rent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1983):

MR. [HENRY A.] WAXMAN [of Cali-
fornia]: At the appropriate time after
we have completed this amendment, I
will seek to strike the last word to
make other comments that may be of
interest to Members.

MR. [EDWARD R.] MADIGAN [of Illi-
nois]: Mr. Chairman, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry.

THE CHAIRMAN: (15) The gentleman
will state it.

MR. MADIGAN: Is the procedure that
has just been suggested by the gen-
tleman from California one that would
be in order?

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair will en-
tertain pro forma amendments be-
tween amendments.

MR. MADIGAN: Further pursuing my
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman,
how would the gentleman from Cali-
fornia be able to be recognized to speak
in behalf of something that he says he
is not going to offer?

THE CHAIRMAN: Between amend-
ments, no amendment is pending. That
is why a pro forma amendment pre-
sumably to one of the substitutes will
be allowed. It provides an opportunity
for discussion between amendments.

§ 9.23 Where a special rule
adopted by the House makes
in order a designated amend-
ment to a bill in Committee
of the Whole but gives no
special priority or prece-
dence to such an amend-
ment, the Chair is not re-
quired to extend prior rec-
ognition to offer that amend-
ment but may rely on other
principles of recognition
such as alternation between
majority and minority par-
ties and priority of per-
fecting amendments over mo-
tions to strike.
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16. 125 CONG. REC. 15999, 16000, 96th
Cong. 1st Sess. 17. Thomas S. Foley (Wash.).

On June 21, 1979,(16) during
consideration of H.R. 111, the
Panama Canal Act of 1979, the
Chair, after recognizing the man-
ager of the bill to offer a pro
forma amendment under the five-
minute rule, recognized the rank-
ing minority member to offer
a perfecting amendment, prior
to recognizing another majority
member seeking recognition on
behalf of another committee with
jurisdiction over a portion of the
bill to move to strike that portion,
where the motion to strike was
made in order but given no pref-
erential status in the special rule
governing consideration of the bill.
The proceedings were as follows:

MR. [JOHN M.] MURPHY of New
York: Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time
with so many Members in the well and
on the floor to ask as many Members
as possible to try to stay on the floor
throughout the next hour and 50 min-
utes. . . .

MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Bau-
man: Page 187, strike out line 19
and all that follows through line 20
on page 189 and insert in lieu there-
of the following:

CHAPTER 2—IMMIGRATION

Sec. 1611. Special Immigrants.—
(a) Section 101(a)(27) of the Im-

migration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(a)(27)), relating to the
definition of special immigrants, is
amended—

MS. [ELIZABETH] HOLTZMAN [of New
York] (during the reading): Mr. Chair-
man, I want to raise a point of
order. . . .

Mr. Chairman, at the time that the
last amendment was voted on, I was
on my feet seeking to offer an amend-
ment on behalf of the Committee on
the Judiciary with respect to striking
in its entirety section 1611 of the bill.
The right to offer that amendment is
granted under the rule, in fact on page
3 of House Resolution 274. I want to
ask the Chair whether I am entitled to
be recognized or was entitled to be rec-
ognized to make first a motion, which
was a motion to strike the entire sec-
tion before amendments were made to
the text of the bill.

THE CHAIRMAN: (17) Unless an
amendment having priority of consid-
eration under the rule is offered, it is
the Chair’s practice to alternate rec-
ognition of members of the several
committees that are listed in the rule,
taking amendments from the majority
and minority side in general turn,
while giving priority of recognition to
those committees that are mentioned
in the rule.

The gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. Holtzman) is a member of such a
committee, but following the adoption
of the last amendment the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Murphy), the
chairman of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, sought
recognition to strike the last word. Ac-
cordingly, the Chair then recognized
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the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Bauman) to offer a floor amendment,
which is a perfecting amendment to
section 1611 of the bill.

The rule mentions that it shall be in
order to consider an amendment as
recommended by the Committee on the
Judiciary, to strike out section 1611, if
offered, but the rule does not give any
special priority to the Committee on
the Judiciary to offer such amend-
ments, over perfecting amendments to
that section.

MS. HOLTZMAN: Mr. Chairman, may
I be heard further? The gentleman said
that he was going to recognize mem-
bers of the committees that had a right
to offer amendments under the rule al-
ternately. I would suggest to the Chair
that no member of the Committee on
the Judiciary has been recognized thus
far in the debate with respect to offer-
ing such an amendment and, therefore,
the Chair’s principle, as I understood
he stated it, was not being observed in
connection with recognition.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair would ob-
serve that the Chair is attempting to
be fair in recognizing Members alter-
nately when they are members of com-
mittees with priority and that the rule
permits but does not give the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary special priority
of recognition over other floor amend-
ments, which under the precedents
would take priority over a motion to
strike.

Second, the Chair would like to ad-
vise the gentlewoman from New York
that recognition is discretionary with
the Chair and is not subject to a point
of order. Does the gentlewoman have
any further comment to make on the
point of order?

The Chair overrules the point of
order and recognizes the gentleman in
the well.

Parliamentarian’s Note: The
amendment offered by Mr. Bau-
man struck out section 1611 of
the bill and inserted a new sec-
tion, whereas the amendment
made in order under the rule on
behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary was an amendment to
strike that section; thus adoption
of the Bauman amendment pre-
cluded the offering of the Judici-
ary Committee amendment. It
would have made little difference
if Ms. Holtzman was recognized
first, since the Bauman amend-
ment could have been offered as a
perfecting amendment while the
Holtzman motion to strike was
pending and if the Bauman
amendment was adopted the mo-
tion to strike would have nec-
essarily fallen and would not have
been voted on.

If the Holtzman amendment,
and the amendments to be offered
on behalf of the Committees on
Foreign Affairs and Post Office
and Civil Service, had been com-
mittee amendments formally rec-
ommended in reports on H.R. 111,
they would have been automati-
cally considered by the Committee
of the Whole, but only the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries had formally reported
H.R. 111.
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18. 125 CONG. REC. 16677, 16678, 96th
Cong. 1st Sess.

Under consideration was H.R.
3930, the Defense Production Act
Amendments of 1979.

19. Gerry E. Studds (Mass.).

Effect of Limitation on Five-
minute Debate; Allocation of
Time

§ 9.24 Priority of recognition
under a limitation of time for
debate under the five-minute
rule is in the complete
discretion of the Chair, who
may disregard committee se-
niority and consider amend-
ment sponsorship.
On June 26, 1979,(18) it was

demonstrated that where the
Committee of the Whole has
agreed to a limitation on debate
under the five-minute rule on a
section of a bill and all amend-
ments thereto, distribution of the
time under the limitation is with-
in the discretion of the Chair. The
proceedings were as follows:

MR. [WILLIAM S.] MOORHEAD of
Pennsylvania: Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on section 3 and all
amendments thereto cease at 6:40
p.m. . . .

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 209, noes
183, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting
41, as follows: . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: (19) The Chair will
attempt to explain the situation.

The Committee has just voted to end
all debate on section 3 and all amend-
ments thereto at 6:40. The Chair in a
moment is going to ask those Members
wishing to speak between now and
then to stand. The Chair will advise
Members that he will attempt, once
that list is determined, to recognize
first those Members on the list with
amendments which are not protected
by having been printed in the Rec-
ord. . . .

MR. [CLARENCE J.] BROWN of Ohio:
Mr. Chairman, did I understand the
Chair correctly that Members who are
protected by having their amendments
printed in the Record will not be recog-
nized until the time has run so that
those Members will only have 5 min-
utes to present their amendments, but
that other Members will be recognized
first for the amendments which are not
printed in the Record?

THE CHAIRMAN: Those Members who
are recognized prior to the expiration
of time have approximately 20 seconds
to present their amendments. Those
Members whose amendments are
printed in the Record will have a guar-
anteed 5 minutes after time has ex-
pired. . . .

The Chair will now recognize those
Members who wish to offer amend-
ments which have not been printed in
the Record.

The Chair will advise Members he
will recognize listed Members in oppo-
sition to the amendments also for 20
seconds. . . .

MR. [RICHARD] KELLY [of Florida]:
Mr. Chairman, is it not regular order
that the Members of the Committee
with amendments be given preference
and recognition?
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20. 121 CONG. REC. 19785–87, 94th
Cong. 1st Sess.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair would ad-
vise the gentleman once the limitation
of time has been agreed to and time di-
vided, that priority of recognition is
within the complete discretion of the
Chair.

§ 9.25 Where the Committee of
the Whole has agreed to a
limitation on debate, dis-
tribution of the remaining
time is largely within the dis-
cretion of the Chair.
On June 19, 1975,(20) during

consideration of the Energy Con-
servation and Conversion Act of
1975 (H.R. 6860) in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, Chairman
William H. Natcher, of Kentucky,
exercised his discretion as to rec-
ognition for debate, as indicated
below:

MR. [AL] ULLMAN [of Oregon]: Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on the bill and all
amendments cease in 2 minutes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Or-
egon?

There was no objection.
THE CHAIRMAN: Under the rule, the

Chairman has the right at this time to
recognize one Member on each side.
The Chair will do that. All debate on
the bill is limited to 2 minutes. The
Chair would be unable to recognize 40
or 50 Members for 1 second or 2 sec-
onds.

MR. [WILLIAM A.] STEIGER of Wis-
consin: Mr. Chairman, I offer a pref-
erential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin moves
that the Committee do now rise and
report the bill back to the House
with the recommendation that the
enacting clause be stricken. . . .

MR. [JOHN H.] ROUSSELOT [of Cali-
fornia]: Why, on a motion which the
gentleman from Wisconsin made, is he
not allowed 5 minutes?

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair would
like to state to the gentleman from
California that all debate on the bill
and all amendments thereto is limited
to two minutes. . . .

MR. ROUSSELOT: But he has 5 min-
utes on a preferential motion.

THE CHAIRMAN: All time has been
fixed on the bill, and all amendments
thereto, and the time was 2 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. Phillip Burton) for
1 minute in opposition to the pref-
erential motion.

§ 9.26 A limitation of debate on
a bill and all amendments
thereto to a time certain in
effect abrogates the five-
minute rule; and decisions
regarding the division of the
remaining time and the
order of recognition of those
Members desiring to speak
are largely within the dis-
cretion of the Chair, who
may defer recognition of list-
ed Members whose amend-
ments have been printed in
the Record and who are
therefore guaranteed five
minutes notwithstanding the
limitation.
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1. 121 CONG. REC. 16899, 16901, 94th
Cong. 1st Sess.

2. Richard Bolling (Mo.).

3. 123 CONG. REC. 18826, 18833, 95th
Cong. 1st Sess.

4. George E. Brown, Jr. (Calif.).

The following proceedings oc-
curred in the Committee of the
Whole on June 4, 1975,(1) during
consideration of the Voting Rights
Act Extension (H.R. 6219):

MR. [DON] EDWARDS of California:
Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate
on the bill and all amendments thereto
terminate at 6:45 p.m.

THE CHAIRMAN: (2) The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from California.

The motion was agreed to. . . .
THE CHAIRMAN: With the permission

of the Committee, the Chair will brief-
ly state the situation.

There are a number of Members who
do not have amendments that were
placed in the Record, and the Chair
feels that he must try to protect them
somewhat, so he proposes to go to a
number of Members on the list so they
will at least get some time. The time
allotted will be less than a minute.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. de la Garza).

§ 9.27 A limitation of debate on
amendments in the Com-
mittee of the Whole to a time
certain in effect abrogates
the five-minute rule; and de-
cisions regarding the divi-
sion of the remaining time
and the order of recognition
are largely within the discre-
tion of the Chair.
As an example of the Chair’s ex-

ercise of discretion, on June 14,

1977,(3) where the Committee of
the Whole had limited debate
under the five-minute rule to a
time certain, and an equal divi-
sion of the remaining time among
all the Members seeking recogni-
tion would have severely re-
stricted each Member in his pres-
entation, the Chair allocated the
time equally between two Mem-
bers on opposing sides of the ques-
tion, to be yielded by them.

MR. [TOM] BEVILL [of Alabama]: Mr.
Chairman, I move that all debate on
these amendments and all amend-
ments thereto, cease at 4 o’clock and
45 minutes p.m.

THE CHAIRMAN: (4) The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. Bevill).

The motion was agreed to. . . .
THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair has be-

fore him a list of more than 25 Mem-
bers to occupy the next 10 minutes. It
has been suggested that it would be
possible for the Chair to recognize the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Bevill)
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. Conte) to allocate those 10 min-
utes.

Accordingly, the Chair will recognize
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. Conte) for 5 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. Bevill) for 5
minutes.

MR. JOHN T. MYERS [of Indiana]: Mr.
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.
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5. 123 CONG. REC. 27006, 27007, 95th
Cong. 1st Sess. 6. Richard Bolling (Mo.).

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman will
state it.

MR. JOHN T. MYERS: How did the
Chair make that decision?

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair has the
authority to allocate time under a limi-
tation, and it is obvious to the Chair
that this is the most rational way to
handle the 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. Conte).

§ 9.28 A limitation to a time
certain on debate on an
amendment in Committee of
the Whole in effect abrogates
the five-minute rule; recogni-
tion is in the discretion of
the Chair under such limita-
tion and the Chair may rec-
ognize under the limitation a
Member who has already
spoken on the amendment.
On Aug. 4, 1977,(5) during con-

sideration of the National Energy
Act (H.R. 8444) in the Committee
of the Whole, a motion was made
to limit debate on a pending
amendment and the following pro-
ceedings occurred:

MR. [THOMAS L.] ASHLEY [of Ohio]:
Mr. Chairman, I move that debate on
this amendment conclude at 2 o’clock.

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Ashley).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Ashbrook)
there were—ayes 37, noes 20.

So the motion was agreed to. . . .
THE CHAIRMAN: (6) . . . The Chair

recognizes the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. Howard).

MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Chairman, a point of
order. . . .

Under the rules of the House, are
not Members who have already spoken
to wait until all other Members are
recognized until they speak again on a
pending amendment?

THE CHAIRMAN: No one was up at
the time the Chair rapped the gavel,
and the gentleman from New Jersey
was standing at the time the Chair
recognized him. We will be going back
and forth, but of course, the limitation
abrogates the 5-minute rule.

§ 9.29 Parliamentarian’s Note:
When a relatively short pe-
riod of time for debate under
the five-minute rule has been
fixed in the Committee of the
Whole, the Chairman in his
discretion may take note of
all those Members seeking
recognition and divide the
remaining time among them,
though each may have less
than five minutes to speak.
But where the Committee of
the Whole fixes debate at a
longer period, such as an
hour and a half, the Chair
may decline to apportion the
time among those Members
on their feet.
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7. 96 CONG. REC. 2240, 81st Cong. 2d
Sess. See also § 22, infra.

8. 123 CONG. REC. 20916, 20918, 95th
Cong. 1st Sess.

9. Bill D. Burlison (Mo.).

On Feb. 22, 1950,(7) the Com-
mittee of the Whole limited debate
on a pending amendment and
amendments thereto to one hour
and a half.

Chairman Francis E. Walter, of
Pennsylvania, responded as fol-
lows to parliamentary inquiries:

MR. [JACOB K.] JAVITS [of New
York]: Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary
inquiry.

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman will
state it.

MR. JAVITS: Mr. Chairman, is the
Chair disposed to divide the time in
view of the fact that it has been lim-
ited, and to announce the Members
who will be recognized?

THE CHAIRMAN: In view of the fact
that one hour and a half remains for
debate, and since it was impossible for
the Chair to determine the number of
Members who were on their feet, I be-
lieve it is advisable to follow the strict
rule.

§ 9.30 Where the Committee of
the Whole has agreed that
debate under the five-minute
rule close at a certain
time on an amendment and
all amendments thereto, the
Chair attempts to divide the
time equally among the Mem-
bers desiring recognition;
but where part of the fixed
time is consumed by voting,
it may not be possible for the

Chair to reach each Member
on his list before the time ex-
pires, and no point of order
lies against the inability of
the Chair to recognize each
Member on the list.
On June 27, 1977,(8) the situa-

tion described above occurred in
the Committee of the Whole, as
follows:

MR. [ROBERT W.] KASTENMEIER [of
Wisconsin]: Mr. Chairman, I move that
all debate on this amendment and all
other amendments to the bill close at
5:40 p.m.

THE CHAIRMAN: (9) The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. Kastenmeier).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Ashbrook)
there were—ayes 46, noes 20. . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. Kastenmeier) to close debate.

MR. KASTENMEIER: Mr. Chairman,
this is, of course, the Legal Services
Liquidation Act of 1977, as proposed
by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Ash-
brook). It must be rejected. . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: All time has expired.
MR. [ROBERT] MCCLORY [of Illinois]:

Mr. Chairman, the Chair has not rec-
ognized me yet. The Chair read my
name, but the Chair has not recog-
nized me yet.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair would ad-
vise the gentleman from Illinois that
we have run out of time.
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10. 129 CONG. REC. 30504, 98th Cong.
1st Sess.

11. Abraham Kazen, Jr. (Tex.).
12. Approximately 90 minutes of time

for debate remained at this point.
13. Dan Rostenkowski (Ill.).
14. 129 CONG. REC. 30512, 98th Cong.

1st Sess., Nov. 2, 1983.

MR. MCCLORY: Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order.

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman will
state his point of order.

MR. MCCLORY: Mr. Chairman, when
there is a time limitation and Members
are standing, it is my understanding
that the Chair must divide the time
equally among the Members standing.

Mr. Chairman, I was standing and
my name was read.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman that according to
the motion, which limited all debate to
5:40 p.m., we are bound by the clock.
Time consumed by voting has required
the Chair to reallocate time. Therefore,
the Chair overrules the point of order.

§ 9.31 Where debate has been
limited to a time certain
on an amendment and all
amendments thereto, the
Chairman may utilize his dis-
cretion in allocating debate
time and continue to recog-
nize Members under the five-
minute rule; but he may
choose at a later time to di-
vide any remaining debate
time among those Members
standing and reserve some
time for the committee to
conclude debate.
The following proceedings oc-

curred in the Committee of the
Whole on Nov. 2, 1983,(10) during
consideration of the Department

of Defense appropriations for fis-
cal year 1984 (H.R. 4185):

MR. [JOSEPH P.] ADDABBO [of New
York]: Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this amend-
ment and all amendments thereto close
at 2 o’clock. . . .

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: (11) Is
there objection to the unanimous-con-
sent request of the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Addabbo) . . . ?

There was no objection.
MR. [SAMUEL S.] STRATTON [of New

York]: Mr. Chairman, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry. . . .

Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, does that mean only those who
were standing at the time the agree-
ment was entered into may enter into
the debate?

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair will continue to allow time
under the 5-minute rule.(12)

With about 30 minutes remain-
ing under the limitation, the
Chair (13) stated: (14)

The Chair recognizes that there are
more Members rising that wish to par-
ticipate in the debate than time will
permit.

The Chair has the discretion of di-
viding the time among Members who
wish to participate in the debate, and
the Chair would also make a request
that those who have already entered
into the debate not seek further time.
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15. 123 CONG. REC. 27021, 95th Cong.
1st Sess.

16. Edward P. Boland (Mass.).

Those Members who wish to partici-
pate in the debate will please rise.

The Chair will reserve 2 minutes for
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Ed-
wards) to conclude the debate.

Members standing will be recognized
for 11⁄2 minutes each.

—Reallocation of Time

§ 9.32 Where the Committee of
the Whole has limited debate
on an amendment to a time
certain and the time allo-
cated by the Chair among
those initially desiring to
speak is not totally con-
sumed, the Chair may either
reallocate the remaining
time among other Members
in his discretion or may pro-
ceed again under the five-
minute rule.
On Aug. 4, 1977,(15) the Com-

mittee of the Whole had under
consideration the National Energy
Act (H.R. 8444) and had agreed to
limit debate on an amendment
when the following proceedings
occurred:

MR. GARY A. MYERS [of Pennsyl-
vania]: Mr. Chairman, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry. . . .

The parliamentary inquiry is, Mr.
Chairman, did the House not limit
itself to debate until 2 o’clock?

THE CHAIRMAN: (16) The gentleman is
correct.

MR. GARY A. MYERS: Under that lim-
itation, I would like to ask unanimous
consent to speak on the unclaimed
time of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Whalen).

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania
may claim his own time. . . .

Does the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania desire to strike the requisite
number of words and be recognized?

MR. GARY A. MYERS: Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

MR. KAZEN: Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman will
state it.

MR. KAZEN: Supposing there are 20
of us who want to do the same thing.

THE CHAIRMAN: If there are 20 who
want to do the same thing, and they
can all do it before 2 o’clock, they will
all be recognized, or if feasible, the
Chair could divide the remaining time
among other Members seeking recogni-
tion who were not included in the
original limitation.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Gary A. Myers) has now been rec-
ognized.

Denial of Recognition for
Unanimous-consent Request;
Consideration of Bill

§ 9.33 The Chair may, by de-
clining recognition to a Mem-
ber to make a unanimous-
consent request for the con-
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17. 130 CONG. REC. 83, 98th Cong. 2d
Sess.

18. Richard B. Ray (Ga.).

19. 129 CONG. REC. 32746, 32747, 98th
Cong. 1st Sess.

20. Ronald Coleman (Tex.).

sideration of a measure,
refuse to permit the request
to be entertained, and thus
register his personal objec-
tion as a Member of the
House.
The following proceedings oc-

curred in the House on Jan. 23,
1984: (17)

MR. [ROBERT S.] WALKER [of
Pennsylvania]: . . . Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that an open rule
permitting consideration of House
Joint Resolution 100, the voluntary
school prayer constitutional amend-
ment, be called up for immediate con-
sideration within the next 10 legisla-
tive days.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (18) The
Chair cannot and will not entertain
that request.

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, I have
made a unanimous-consent request.
That is a perfectly proper request by
any Member of this body, and it is ei-
ther objected to or is not objected to. I
do not understand the procedure that
the Chair is using by not entertaining
the unanimous-consent request.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair will inform the gentleman that
the Chair can object by declining rec-
ognition.

§ 9.34 The Chair himself may
object to a unanimous-con-
sent request for the consider-
ation of legislation, by deny-

ing recognition for the re-
quest, and it is the policy of
the Chair to refuse recogni-
tion for requests to consider
legislation not approved by
the leadership.
The following exchange occurred

in the House on Nov. 15, 1983: (19)

MR. [ROBERT S.] WALKER [of Penn-
sylvania]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution intro-
duced by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Fish) specifying a rule for
consideration of House Joint Resolu-
tion 1 be made in order for consider-
ation by the House on Wednesday or
any day thereafter.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (20) The
Chair cannot entertain that motion
without consultation with the leader-
ship. The Chair will not recognize the
gentleman for that purpose.

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, my par-
liamentary inquiry is that this is a
unanimous-consent request and it is
entirely in order.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair has the same right to object as
any Member, and I do so object.

§ 9.35 The Chair may refuse to
entertain unanimous-consent
requests for the consider-
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2d Sess.
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4. See House Rules and Manual §§ 753–
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ation of legislation that does
not have the approval of the
leadership.
On Nov. 16, 1983,(1) the fol-

lowing proceedings occurred in the
House:

MR. [ROBERT S.] WALKER [of Penn-
sylvania]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that House Resolution
373 be made in order for consideration
in the House on Thursday or any day
thereafter.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair cannot recognize for that pur-
pose.

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, it is a
unanimous-consent request.

MR. [JOHN F.] SEIBERLING [of Ohio]:
I object, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair cannot recognize for that pur-
pose. There is objection nevertheless.

MR. WALKER: Let it be noted here
this evening that the objection to con-
sidering the resolution by which we
would consider ERA under the rules of
the House and with an amendment
and in open debate was objected to
from the Democratic side of the aisle.
Let that be noted.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair will state there is precedent for
denying the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the gentleman dating back to
May of 1982 and yesterday and fur-
thermore there was objection heard.

§ 9.36 The Speaker’s authority
to decline to recognize indi-

vidual Members to request
unanimous consent for the
consideration of bills and
resolutions derives from
clause 2 of Rule XIV, on the
Speaker’s general power of
recognition, and from the
precedents developed under
that rule.
The following exchange occurred

in the House on Jan. 26, 1984: (2)

MR. [WILLIAM E.] DANNEMEYER [of
California]: A parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Speaker. . . .

Mr. Speaker, this is the first time I
have heard that we have had some ad-
dition to the customs or procedures or
even the rules of the House, which
seems to say that before I as a Member
can ask unanimous-consent requests
that I must obtain the approval of the
leadership of the majority to pose that
request.

My parliamentary inquiry is this,
Mr. Speaker. Where in the rules does
it say that? What is the specific provi-
sion in the rules that authorizes the
Speaker to make that kind of a rule for
this House? . . .

THE SPEAKER: (3) Clause 2 of rule
XIV.(4)

MR. DANNEMEYER: Is it the position
of the Speaker that section 2 of rule
XIV authorizes what has come to be-
come a gag rule here?

THE SPEAKER: No. The Chair be-
lieves that it has been the custom of

VerDate 29-OCT-99 13:54 Nov 04, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00323 Fmt 8875 Sfmt 8875 E:\RENEE\52093C29.TXT txed02 PsN: txed02



9662

DESCHLER-BROWN PRECEDENTSCh. 29 § 9

5. 130 CONG. REC. 28516–18, 98th
Cong. 2d Sess.

6. See Rule XIV, clause 2, House Rules
and Manual § 753 (1995). 7. Richard A. Gephardt (Mo.).

this body through the years to give the
power to the Speaker of the House that
the House be run in an efficient
manner and that the business of the
House should be done in an orderly
fashion and that obstruction should be
avoided.

§ 9.37 Pursuant to the Speak-
er’s announced policy in the
98th Congress on recognition
for unanimous-consent re-
quests for the initial consid-
eration of bills and resolu-
tions, the Chair will decline
recognition for such unani-
mous-consent requests with-
out assurances that the ma-
jority and minority lead-
ership and committee and
subcommittee chairmen and
ranking minority members
have no objection thereto.
On Oct. 2, 1984,(5) the Chair

having declined recognition for a
unanimous-consent request that a
balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution be brought to the
floor for immediate consideration,
discussion took place relating to
the Speaker’s power of recogni-
tion (6) and, specifically, to the ef-
fect of announced guidelines gov-
erning recognition for requests for
the initial consideration of bills.

MR. [THOMAS F.] HARTNETT [of
South Carolina]: . . . If you are sin-

cere, Mr. Chairman, if your colleagues
over there who now say let us have a
balanced budget really mean what
they say, when you know the American
people are not going to be fooled by
this move. Let us have companion leg-
islation, the balanced budget amend-
ment.

The Speaker is here. Let us bring by
unanimous consent the balanced bud-
get amendment to the Constitution to
the floor of the House right now and
let us vote on both of these bills if you
mean what you say. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent, to recall or dis-
charge from the committee the bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution so that we can bring it to the
floor of the House with House Joint
Resolution 243.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
brought before the House right now.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (7) . . .
Under the rules and precedents, the
motion is not to be entertained.

MR. [ROBERT S.] WALKER [of Penn-
sylvania]: Mr. Speaker, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry. . . .

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman did not
make a motion, it is my under-
standing. The gentleman asked unani-
mous-consent request. Is the Speaker
ruling that unanimous-consent re-
quests are not in order? We have al-
ready had one previous unanimous-
consent request that was granted dur-
ing the course of debate. How would
this one not be in order?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: Under
the Speaker’s announcement of guide-
lines for unanimous-consent requests
to consider legislative business, this re-
quest is not recognized. . . .
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MS. [BOBBI] FIEDLER [of California]:
Mr. Speaker, before you had dialog
with the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. Hartnett) regarding his par-
liamentary inquiry as it related to the
balanced budget amendment and his
right to ask for a unanimous-consent
request in relationship to it. . . .

I would like to ask of the Chair if
the Chair will make the inquiry as to
whether the Democratic side leader-
ship will also ask to support his right
under unanimous consent to bring the
balanced budget amendment, attach it
to the existing bill.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair has not been advised that there
is an intention to change the guide-
lines that were announced earlier in
the year for the purpose that they were
issued. . . .

MS. FIEDLER: Will the Chair inquire
as to whether or not the leadership on
the Democratic side is willing to
change the existing rules? I realize
that the Chair has indicated twice now
that he has not been informed that
they have changed, but I am making a
request that he ask the leadership if
they will make that change.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair states that this is not a proper
parliamentary inquiry. The Chair has
not been advised that there is a change
in the policy that was issued the first
week of the session. . . .

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state it.

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, we are
still trying to sift our way through the
Chair’s previous ruling with regard to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina.

Can the requirement that the Chair
cites, can that requirement be waived
by unanimous consent?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
question has to do with whether or not
recognition will be granted for that
purpose, and the Chair’s ruling is
based on guidelines that were issued
on January 25, 1984, and the Chair
would read from the statement that
was made at that time by the Speaker.

The Speaker said:

As indicated on page 476 of the
House Rules and Manual, the Chair
has established a policy of conferring
recognition upon Members to permit
consideration of bills and resolutions
by unanimous consent only when as-
sured that the majority and minority
leadership and committee and sub-
committee chairmen and ranking mi-
nority members have no objection.

Consistent with that policy, and
with the Chair’s inherent power of
recognition under clause 2, rule XIV,
the Chair and any occupant of the
chair appointed as Speaker pro tem-
pore, pursuant to clause 7, rule I,
will decline recognition for unani-
mous-consent requests for consider-
ation of bills and resolutions without
assurances that the request has been
cleared by that leadership.

This denial of recognition by the
Chair will not reflect necessarily any
personal opposition on the part of
the Chair to orderly consideration of
the matter in question, but will re-
flect the determination upon the part
of the Chair that orderly procedures
will be followed, that is, procedures
involving consultation and agree-
ment between floor and committee
leadership on both sides of the aisle.

It is that guideline that the Chair is
following in this instance. . . .

MR. WALKER: The guidelines that
the Chair has cited, what I am inquir-
ing is, can those guidelines be set aside
by unanimous consent?
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Sess.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: It is
the Chair’s power of recognition that is
involved, and that is the question that
is being decided in conformance with
the guidelines, not other questions.

MR. WALKER: Mr. Speaker, I have a
further parliamentary inquiry.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state it.

MR. WALKER: If the House so deems
that we could set aside those guide-
lines by unanimous consent, is that a
proper request? That is the question of
this gentleman.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair will again state that what is in-
volved directly or indirectly, is a ques-
tion of recognition, and not other or
further questions, and it is that ques-
tion that is being decided in conform-
ance with the guidelines.

Demand for Yeas and Nays;
Recognition During Division
Vote

§ 9.38 The Chair declined to
recognize a Member to de-
mand the yeas and nays
when the Chair was counting
on a division vote.
On June 10, 1937,(8) Speaker

William B. Bankhead, of Ala-
bama, declined to recognize a
Member while counting on a divi-
sion vote:

THE SPEAKER: The question is on the
motion to recommit offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Jenkins].

MR. [THOMAS A.] JENKINS of Ohio:
Mr. Speaker, I demand a division.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from
Ohio demands a division. All those in
favor of the motion will rise and stand
until counted.

MR. JENKINS of Ohio (interrupting
the count): Mr. Speaker, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman’s re-
quest is not in order while the House
is dividing.

MR. [CARL E.] MAPES [of Michigan]:
Mr. Speaker, a point of order.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair thinks it
has discretion to conclude the count on
a division before entertaining another
request.

MR. MAPES: I never knew the Chair
to make such a ruling before.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair now makes
it.

MR. MAPES: As a lawyer said in ad-
dressing the court, ‘‘If Your Honor says
so, that is the law.’’

The House divided; and there were—
ayes 33, noes 176.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair thinks it
proper to state to the gentleman from
Michigan that he meant no disrespect
to the gentleman, and the Chair feels
the gentleman was not deprived of any
parliamentary privilege.

MR. JENKINS of Ohio: Mr. Speaker, I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.
So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

Demand for Tellers; Due Dili-
gence

§ 9.39 A demand for tellers on
a question in the House is
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Sess.

10. 94 CONG. REC. 922, 80th Cong. 2d
Sess.

entertained by the Chair
after a division vote, a quo-
rum count and announce-
ment by the Chair of the re-
sult of the division vote, if a
Member was on his feet seek-
ing recognition at the proper
time.
On June 5, 1940,(9) Speaker Pro

Tempore Sam Rayburn, of Texas,
ruled that where a recorded vote
was refused on a bill, a division
vote was had, a point of no
quorum was made, a quorum was
counted, and the Speaker an-
nounced that the bill had passed,
a Member could be recognized to
demand a teller vote, where he
had been on his feet seeking rec-
ognition for that purpose.

Demand for Division Vote

§ 9.40 Where a Member was on
his feet seeking recognition
to demand a division vote on
an amendment, the Chair
recognized him although the
Chair had announced that
the ayes had it on a voice
vote.
On Feb. 2, 1948,(10) Chairman

Charles B. Hoeven, of Iowa, recog-
nized Mr. John D. Dingell, of

Michigan, to demand a division
vote on the pending amendment,
although the Chair had an-
nounced that the ayes had it on a
voice vote, where Mr. Dingell had
shown due diligence:

MR. DINGELL: Mr. Chairman, I ask
for a division.

MR. [HAROLD] KNUTSON [of Min-
nesota]: Mr. Chairman, the request
comes too late.

MR. DINGELL: No; it does not come
too late. Let the Chair rule on that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Was the gentleman
on his feet when he made the request?

MR. [SAM] RAYBURN [of Texas]: Mr.
Chairman, we have always been very
liberal in the House about the matter
of votes or whether Members were on
their feet. We have always been very
liberal in the matter of allowing divi-
sion votes. As far as I am concerned I
do not care anything about it.

THE CHAIRMAN: If there is any doubt
in the minds of the membership the
Chair will resolve the doubt in favor of
the gentleman from Michigan.

The question was taken; and there
were—ayes 202, noes 37.

So the committee amendment was
agreed to.

Recognition for Call of House

§ 9.41 While a point of no
quorum is not in order dur-
ing debate in the House
when the Speaker has not
put a pending question, he
may, in his discretion under
Rule XV clause 6, recognize
any Member to move a call of
the House.
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On Mar. 30, 1977,(11) a resolu-
tion (H. Res. 445) providing for
the consideration in the House as
in the Committee of the Whole of
another resolution (H. Res. 433,
providing for the continuation of
the Select Committee on Assas-
sinations) was called up for im-
mediate consideration following
which a point of no quorum was
made. The proceedings were as
follows:

MR. [RICHARD] BOLLING [of Mis-
souri]: Mr. Speaker, by direction of the
Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 445 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 445

Resolved, That upon the adoption
of this resolution it shall be in order
to consider the resolution (H. Res.
433) to provide for the continuation
of the Select Committee on Assas-
sinations, in the House as in the
Committee of the Whole.

THE SPEAKER: (12) The gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. Bolling) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

MR. [J. J.] PICKLE [of Texas]: Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order that
a quorum is not present. I move a call
of the House.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman’s point
of order is not in order at this par-
ticular time.

MR. PICKLE: Mr. Speaker, I renew
my point of order that a quorum is not
present.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Bolling) to move a call of the House.

Parliamentarian’s Note: Rule XI
clause 4(b) prohibits dilatory mo-
tions during the consideration of a
privileged report from the Com-
mittee on Rules, but presumably
that clause applies only when the
report is being considered under
the hour rule in the House, and
not when the report is considered
under the provisions of a special
rule allowing debate and amend-
ments. Although no clear prece-
dents exist as to the applicability
of ‘‘dilatory’’ motions (e.g., to refer,
to recommit, or to lay on the
table) to a report of the Com-
mittee on Rules being considered
in the House as in the Committee
of the Whole, the better practice is
to view such motions as being in
order if properly offered.

Motion That Sergeant at Arms
Maintain Presence of Quo-
rum

§ 9.42 During a filibuster by
roll calls in the House the
Speaker, in response to a
parliamentary inquiry, indi-
cated his reluctance to enter-
tain a motion that the Ser-
geant at Arms take action to
keep a quorum present in
the Chamber for the remain-
der of the day.
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On Aug. 1, 1946,(13) the House
was considering a report from the
Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities on contempt proceedings
against George Morford. Repeated
roll calls were made to prevent
consideration thereof. Mr. W.
Sterling Cole, of New York, raised
a parliamentary inquiry whether
it was in order to make a motion
that the Sergeant at Arms take
whatever action was necessary to
keep a quorum present in the
House Chamber for the remainder
of the day, any House rules to the
contrary notwithstanding.

Speaker Sam Rayburn, of Tex-
as, stated:

The Chair would rather not recog-
nize the gentleman for such motion at
this time.

Mr. Cole then asked when such
a motion would be in order, and
the Speaker responded:

Well, the Chair would like to be the
judge of that. Not now.

Dilatory Tactics

§ 9.43 The Speaker announced
that he would not hold a mo-
tion to be dilatory unless it
was ‘‘obvious to everybody’’
that dilatory tactics were
being used and that a fili-
buster was being conducted.

On July 25, 1949,(14) the House
was considering House Resolution
276, making in order the consider-
ation of H.R. 3199, the Federal
Anti-Poll Tax Act. A series of roll
calls was demanded to prevent
adoption thereof. After the pre-
vious question had been ordered
on the resolution, Speaker Sam
Rayburn, of Texas, entertained a
motion by Mr. Robert L. F. Sikes,
of Florida, that the House ad-
journ. The Speaker then made the
following statement:

The Chair desires to make a state-
ment. Since the present Speaker has
occupied the chair he has yet to hold a
motion to be dilatory, and will not
until it becomes obvious to everybody
that dilatory tactics are being indulged
in and that a filibuster is being con-
ducted.

§ 9.44 The Speaker declined
to recognize a point of no
quorum immediately after a
vote by yeas and nays which
disclosed that 362 Members
were present.
On July 25, 1949,(15) a series

of roll calls delayed adoption of
House Resolution 276, making in
order the consideration of H.R.
3199, the Federal Anti-Poll Tax
Act. A motion to adjourn was
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made and entertained by Speaker
Sam Rayburn, of Texas, and the
yeas and nays were had on the
motion, resulting in 110 yeas and
252 nays.

Mr. Tom Pickett, of Texas, im-
mediately made the point of order
that a quorum was not present.
The Speaker declined to entertain
the point of no quorum and stat-
ed:

The roll call just disclosed that there
were 362 Members present, quite a
substantial quorum.

Parliamentarian’s Note: The
Speaker’s declination to entertain
the point of no quorum came
shortly after he had made the
statement that he had yet to hold
a motion to be dilatory, and would
not so hold until it was obvious to
everybody that dilatory tactics
were being indulged in and that a
filibuster was being conducted.

§ 9.45 The Speaker, on a Calen-
dar Wednesday, recognized
the chairman of a committee
to call up a bill in spite of re-
peated motions to adjourn,
thereby inferentially holding
such motions dilatory.
On Feb. 15, 1950,(16) which was

a Calendar Wednesday, Speaker
Sam Rayburn, of Texas, directed
the Clerk to call the roll of com-

mittees and recognized the Chair-
man of the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia to call up a bill,
ignoring repeated motions to ad-
journ.

THE SPEAKER: The Clerk will call the
committees.

The Clerk called the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

MR. [CLARE E.] HOFFMAN of Michi-
gan: Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair does not
yield to the gentleman for a parliamen-
tary inquiry at this time.

MR. [HOWARD W.] SMITH of Virginia:
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

THE SPEAKER: The Clerk has called
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia. The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. Mc-
Millan].

MR. SMITH of Virginia: Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.
That motion is always in order.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair has recog-
nized the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. McMillan].

MR. [WILLIAM M.] COLMER [of Mis-
sissippi]: Mr. Speaker, I offer a pref-
erential motion.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. McMillan] has
been recognized.

MR. COLMER: Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. McMillan] has
been recognized.
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Demand for Reading of En-
grossed Copy of Bill (Under
Former Rule); Due Diligence

§ 9.46 A Member who was on
his feet and who had shown
due diligence was recognized
to demand the reading of the
engrossed copy of a bill even
though the bill had been or-
dered engrossed and read a
third time.
On Apr. 13, 1946,(17) H.R. 6064,

extension of the Selective Train-
ing and Service Act, was ordered
engrossed and read a third time.
Mr. Edward E. Cox, of Georgia,
then sought recognition to de-
mand the reading of an engrossed
copy of the bill. Speaker Sam Ray-
burn, of Texas, recognized Mr.
Cox for that purpose, stating that
he had been on his feet seeking
recognition at the proper time
(when the question was put on the
engrossment and third reading).

Parliamentarian’s Note: A Mem-
ber may no longer demand the
reading of an engrossed bill.

Debate on Points of Order

§ 9.47 Debate on points of
order against an amendment
is within the discretion of
the Chair and does not come

out of debate time on the
merits of the amendment
under the five-minute rule;
thus, the proponent of an
amendment against which a
point of order has been re-
served does not reserve a
portion of his time under the
five-minute rule to oppose
any points of order if made,
as separate debate time is
permitted on points of order
at the discretion of the
Chair.
During consideration of H.R.

7014, the Energy Conservation
and Oil Policy Act of 1975, on
Aug. 1, 1975,(18) the proposition
described above was demonstrated
in the Committee of the Whole.

THE CHAIRMAN: (19) Are there further
amendments to title III?

MR. [CLARENCE J.] BROWN of Ohio:
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Brown
of Ohio: Strike out Title III, as
amended, and reinsert all except for
Section 301, as amended.

MR. [JOHN D.] DINGELL [of Michi-
gan]: Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point
of order against the amendment.

MR. [BOB] ECKHARDT [of Texas]: Mr.
Chairman, I also reserve a point of
order.

MR. BROWN of Ohio: Mr. Chairman,
the thrust of this amendment is to

VerDate 29-OCT-99 13:54 Nov 04, 1999 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00331 Fmt 8875 Sfmt 8875 E:\RENEE\52093C29.TXT txed02 PsN: txed02



9670

DESCHLER-BROWN PRECEDENTSCh. 29 § 9

20. 127 CONG. REC. 9320, 9323, 97th
Cong. 1st Sess.

strike from the bill the provisions of
the Staggers pricing amendment, sec-
tion 301, by revising title III to strike
the whole title and to reinsert all in
the title, except section 301.

Mr. Chairman, may I speak on the
amendment?

THE CHAIRMAN: The gentleman has
been recognized for 5 minutes, so the
gentleman may proceed.

MR. BROWN of Ohio: Mr. Chairman,
may I reserve 2 minutes of my time to
speak on the points of order?

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair will rec-
ognize the gentleman to speak on the
points of order at the appropriate time.

MR. DINGELL: Mr. Chairman, I have
not yet made the point of order. I re-
served it.

THE CHAIRMAN: The Chair has rec-
ognized the gentleman from Ohio to
speak on the gentleman’s amendment
for 5 minutes. Then the gentlemen who
reserved the points of order may press
them or they may not.

Reservation of Point of Order

§ 9.48 Reservation of a point of
order against an amendment
is within the discretion of
the Chair, who may permit
debate to be had by the pro-
ponent on the merits of his
amendment before hearing
arguments on the point of
order.

The following proceedings oc-
curred in the Committee of the
Whole on May 12, 1981,(20) during

consideration of H.R. 3512 (sup-
plemental and continuing appro-
priations, rescissions and defer-
rals for fiscal year 1981):

For expenses necessary to carry out
the provisions of sections 151 through
166 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act of 1975 (Public Law 94–
163), $3,883,408,000, to become avail-
able for obligation October 1, 1981, and
to remain available until expended.

MR. [JAMES R.] JONES of Oklahoma:
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones
of Oklahoma: Page 63, line 19, strike
out ‘‘$3,883,408,000’’ and insert in
lieu thereof ‘‘$883,408,000’’.

MR. [SIDNEY R.] YATES [of Illinois]:
Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of
order on the amendment. . . .

MR. [TIMOTHY E.] WIRTH [of Colo-
rado]: I ask unanimous consent the
gentleman have 3 additional minutes.

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. Wirth)?

MR. [JOSEPH M.] MCDADE [of Penn-
sylvania]: Mr. Chairman, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry.

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state it.

MR. MCDADE: Is there not a point of
order pending?

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: As
soon as the time of the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. Jones) has expired, the
point of order will be disposed of.

MR. MCDADE: Mr. Chairman, there
is a point of order pending which the
Chair has yet to rule upon. I have a
substitute which I would like to offer
to this matter. My understanding of
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1. 115 CONG. REC. 36748, 91st Cong.
1st Sess.

2. 90 CONG. REC. 7772, 78th Cong. 2d
Sess.

3. 113 CONG. REC. 4997, 90th Cong. 1st
Sess.

the precedents is that when a point of
order is pending, there cannot be dis-
cussions on matters other than the
point of order.

THE CHAIRMAN PRO TEMPORE: The
point of order has only been reserved
and debate on the merits of the
amendment has begun. It will be dis-
posed of momentarily as soon as the
time of the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. Jones) has expired.

Debate Under Reservation of
Objection

§ 9.49 Recognition for a res-
ervation of objection to a
unanimous-consent request
is within the discretion of
the Speaker and sometimes
he refuses to permit debate
under such a reservation and
immediately puts the ques-
tion on the request.

On Dec. 3, 1969,(1) Speaker
John W. McCormack, of Massa-
chusetts, recognized Mrs. Edith S.
Green, of Oregon, to make a
unanimous-consent request for the
granting of a special order to ad-
dress the House. Mr. Roman C.
Pucinski, of Illinois, attempted to
reserve the right to object and to
debate the matter, but the Speak-
er immediately put the question
on the request:

The Chair will state that it will not
recognize anyone else at this moment.

Either the gentlewoman receives per-
mission, or she does not.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentlewoman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Recognition for Hypothetical
Questions

§ 9.50 The Chair does not rec-
ognize Members for hypo-
thetical questions.
On Sept. 14, 1944,(2) Mr. Clare

E. Hoffman, of Michigan, raised a
parliamentary inquiry as to why a
report on the amounts of money
requested by military establish-
ments, sent to the Committee on
Appropriations, had been con-
cealed from Members of Congress.
Speaker Pro Tempore Orville Zim-
merman, of Missouri, responded
that he had no knowledge of any
such report and was not in a posi-
tion to answer the inquiry.

Mr. Hoffman then stated his in-
quiry in the form of a ‘‘hypo-
thetical question.’’ The Speaker
Pro Tempore stated:

The Chair does not entertain a hypo-
thetical question.

On Mar. 1, 1967,(3) the House
was considering House Resolution
278, relating to the right to be
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4. 88 CONG. REC. 8066, 77th Cong. 2d
Sess.

5. 110 CONG. REC. 5291, 88th Cong. 2d
Sess.

sworn of challenged Member-elect
Adam C. Powell, of New York. Mr.
Joe D. Waggonner, Jr., of Lou-
isiana, stated a lengthy par-
liamentary inquiry on the proce-
dure for recognition should the
previous question be voted down
on the resolution. Speaker John
W. McCormack, of Massachusetts,
declined to answer that part of
the parliamentary inquiry that in-
volved a hypothetical parliamen-
tary situation:

THE SPEAKER: . . . Both the chair-
man and the ranking minority member
of the select committee control the allo-
cation of time. The question of recogni-
tion is one that the Chair will pass
upon if that time should arise.

On the other questions of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana the Chair will
determine them as they arise in ac-
cordance with the rules of the House
and the precedents.

Motion To Discharge Bill

§ 9.51 The Speaker may recog-
nize any Member who has
signed a discharge petition
to move to discharge the bill
in question.
On Oct. 12, 1942,(4) Mr. Joseph

A. Gavagan, of New York, who
had signed a petition to discharge
a bill from committee, moved the
discharge of the bill and was rec-

ognized by Speaker Sam Rayburn,
of Texas, for 10 minutes on the
motion. Mr. Sam Hobbs, of Ala-
bama, made a point of order
against the motion on the ground
that Mr. Gavagan did not have
the authority to call it up.

The Speaker declared:
The rule states that the Chair may

recognize any Member who signed the
petition to make the motion just made
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Gavagan], whom the Chair has recog-
nized for that purpose.

Suspension of Rules

§ 9.52 Recognition for a motion
to suspend the rules is en-
tirely within the discretion
of the Speaker.
On Mar. 16, 1964,(5) Mr. Chet

Holifield, of California, moved to
suspend the rules and pass the
bill S. 2448, to amend the Atomic
Energy Act. He moved to pass
that bill instead of H.R. 9711,
which was on the suspension list
and which dealt with the same
subject matter. Speaker John W.
McCormack, of Massachusetts, re-
sponded to a parliamentary in-
quiry as indicated below:

MR. [JOHN P.] SAYLOR [of Pennsyl-
vania]: Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.
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6. See also 80 CONG. REC. 2239, 2240,
74th Cong. 2d Sess., Feb. 17, 1936.

The Committee on Rules has re-
ported and the House has adopted
resolutions authorizing the Speaker
to recognize Members for motions to
suspend the rules on days other than
regular suspension days. See, for ex-
ample, H. Res. 422, 107 CONG. REC.
16562, 16563, 87th Cong. 1st Sess.,
Aug. 21, 1961.

7. 120 CONG. REC. 5316, 93d Cong. 2d
Sess.

8. Carl Albert (Okla.).
9. 116 CONG. REC. 33870, 91st Cong. 2d

Sess.

MR. SAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, the House
Calendar lists a bill to come up under
suspension and it is a House bill. Does
it not require unanimous consent to
suspend the rules and take up a Sen-
ate bill?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will advise
the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
under the rules of the House, the
Speaker may recognize a Member on a
motion to suspend the rules.(6)

§ 9.53 Pursuant to Rule XXVII
clause 1, the Speaker may in
his discretion decline to rec-
ognize a Member to move to
suspend the rules.
On Mar. 5, 1974,(7) the pro-

ceedings described above were as
follows:

REQUEST TO SUSPEND RULES
AND CONSIDER HOUSE RESOLU-
TION 807

MR. [H. R.] GROSS [of Iowa]: Mr.
Speaker, I move that the rules be sus-
pended and the House proceed to the
consideration of the resolution, House
Resolution 807, disapproving pay in-
creases.

THE SPEAKER: (8) The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Iowa has not
consulted the Chair and the Chair is
not going to recognize the gentleman
from Iowa for that purpose.

The Chair would like to state further
that the request of the gentleman from
Iowa violates the ‘‘Gross’’ rule whereby
he has requested that notification of
suspensions be given 24 hours in ad-
vance.

MR. GROSS: What kind of a rule is
that?

THE SPEAKER: The Gross rule.

Privileged Questions

§ 9.54 The Speaker announced
his intention to recognize a
Member to call up resolu-
tions disapproving certain
Presidential reorganization
plans before recognizing an-
other Member to call up a
conference report, pending
the arrival from the Senate
of the original papers accom-
panying the conference re-
port.
On Sept. 28, 1970,(9) Speaker

John W. McCormack, of Massa-
chusetts, made the following an-
nouncement:

The Chair has been informed and
understands that the original papers
on the next conference report have not
been messaged over to the House as
yet. They will be here shortly.
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10. 112 CONG. REC. 23691, 89th Cong.
2d Sess.

11. 108 CONG. REC. 17654, 17655, 87th
Cong. 2d Sess.

The Chair will recognize the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Holifield)
in connection with the first reorganiza-
tion plan [H. Res. 1209], and if the pa-
pers arrive between consideration of
the first and second reorganization
plans, the Chair will recognize the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [on the con-
ference report] at that time.

§ 9.55 In response to a par-
liamentary inquiry, the
Speaker stated that where
matters of equal privilege
are pending, the order of
their consideration is subject
to the Speaker’s recognition.
On Sept. 22, 1966,(10) Speaker

John W. McCormack, of Massa-
chusetts, answered a parliamen-
tary inquiry as follows:

MR. [WILLIAM M.] COLMER [of Mis-
sissippi]: Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

Under the rules of the House, as I
understand them, this rule, House Res-
olution 1007, to bring up the so-called
House Un-American Activities Com-
mittee bill, is a privileged matter, and
if it is not programed, then the gen-
tleman handling the rule or any mem-
ber of the Rules Committee, may call it
up as a privileged matter. Is my under-
standing correct about that?

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman’s un-
derstanding is correct. Of course, the
question of recognition is with the
Chair, where there are two similar
preferential matters, but the gentle-

man’s understanding is correct that
after 7 legislative days a member of
the Rules Committee could call it up.

If it were a question of recognition, if
the same preferential status existed at
the same time, recognition rests with
the Chair.

§ 9.56 When more than one
Member seeks recognition to
call up privileged business it
is within the discretion of
the Speaker as to whom he
shall recognize.
On Aug. 27, 1962, which was

District of Columbia Monday,(11)

Mr. Emanuel Celler, of New York,
moved to suspend the rules and
pass Senate Joint Resolution 29,
proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States.
Mr. Thomas G. Abernethy, of Mis-
sissippi, made a point of order
against recognition of Mr. Celler
on the ground that he (Mr.
Abernethy) wanted to offer a Dis-
trict of Columbia bill and that
pursuant to Rule XXIV clause 8 of
the House rules, District of Co-
lumbia business was privileged.
He alleged that the Speaker was
permitted only to recognize for
District of Columbia business.

Speaker John W. McCormack,
of Massachusetts, ruled as follows:

Several days ago on August 14 unan-
imous consent was obtained to transfer
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12. 92 CONG. REC. 9246, 79th Cong. 2d
Sess. For the privilege of resolutions
of inquiry, see Ch. 15, § 2, supra.

13. 120 CONG. REC. 21596–98, 93d Cong.
2d Sess.

the consideration of business under
suspension of the rules on Monday last
until today. That does not prohibit the
consideration of a privileged motion,
and a motion to suspend the rules
today is a privileged motion. The mat-
ter is within the discretion of the Chair
as to the matter of recognition.

§ 9.57 The Speaker declined to
recognize a Member to call
up a resolution calling on the
Office of Price Administra-
tion to furnish certain infor-
mation, the resolution not
being privileged.
On July 17, 1946,(12) Mr. Albert

Thomas, of Texas, offered a ‘‘privi-
leged’’ resolution calling on the
Office of Price Administration to
furnish certain information. In re-
sponse to an inquiry by Speaker
Sam Rayburn, of Texas, Mr.
Thomas stated that a similar reso-
lution was pending before the
Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

The Speaker refused to recog-
nize Mr. Thomas to call up the
resolution for consideration:

THE SPEAKER: The Clerk may read
the resolution, if there is no objection,
but it is not a privileged resolution and
the Chair will not recognize for its con-
sideration at this time because it is not
privileged.

If the gentleman desires, and if there
is no objection, the Clerk may read the
resolution.

Parliamentarian’s Note: The
resolution was not privileged as it
was directed to the OPA and not
to the head of a department.

§ 9.58 When a Member asserts
that he rises to a question of
the privileges of the House,
the Speaker may hear the
question and may then re-
fuse recognition if the resolu-
tion is not admissible as a
question of privilege under
Rule IX.
On June 27, 1974,(13) it was

demonstrated that a Member may
not, by raising a question of the
privileges of the House under
Rule IX, attach privilege to a
question not otherwise in order
under the rules of the House.

MR. [JOHN B.] ANDERSON of Illinois:
Mr. Speaker, I offer a resolution (H.
Res. 1203) involving a question of
privileges of the House, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1203

Whereas on January 31, 1973, the
House of Representatives voted to
establish a ten-member, bipartisan
Select Committee on Committees
charged with conducting a ‘‘thorough
and complete study of rules X and XI
of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives; and

Whereas the select committee was
further ‘‘authorized and directed to
report to the House . . .
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14. Carl Albert (Okla.).

Whereas on March 21, 1974, the
select committee reported House
Resolution 988 in conformance with
its mandate; and

Whereas the chairman of the se-
lect committee has failed to seek a
rule making House Resolution 988 in
order for consideration by the House;
and

Whereas, clause 27(d)(1) of House
Rule XI states, ‘‘It shall be the duty
of the chairman of each committee to
report or cause to be reported
promptly to the House any measure
approved by his committee and to
take or cause to be taken necessary
steps to bring the matter to a
vote;’’ . . .

Resolved, That the chairman of the
select committee be directed to forth-
with seek a rule making in order for
consideration by the House, House
Resolution 988; and be it further

Resolved, That the House Com-
mittee on Rules be directed to give
immediate consideration to such re-
quest. . . .

MR. [THOMAS P.] O’NEILL [Jr., of
Massachusetts]: Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that the resolution
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
does not raise the question of privi-
lege. . . .

MR. ANDERSON of Illinois: Mr.
Speaker, I desire to be heard on the
point of order. My question of privilege
arises under rule IX which provides
that, and I quote:

Questions of privilege shall be,
first, those affecting the rights of the
House collectively, its safety, dignity
and the integrity of its proceed-
ings. . . .

Mr. Speaker, I rest my question of
privilege on that clause which declares
those questions privileged which relate
to the integrity of the proceedings of
the House. It is my contention that

there has been a deliberate attempt to
delay House consideration of House
Resolution 988, the so-called Bolling-
Martin Committee Reform Amend-
ments of 1974, and that this inten-
tional delay not only interferes with
and flouts the integrity of the pro-
ceedings of this body, but is in clear
violation of clause 27(d)(1) of rule XI of
the Rules of the House.

Under that rule, and I quote:

It shall be the duty of the chair-
man of each committee to report or
cause to be reported promptly to the
House any measure approved by his
committee and to take or cause to be
taken necessary steps to bring the
matter to a vote. . . .

THE SPEAKER: (14) The Chair is ready
to rule.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. An-
derson) has submitted a resolution
which he asserts involves a question of
the privileges of the House under rule
IX. Following the preamble of the reso-
lution, the resolution provides that:

Resolved, That the chairman of the
Select Committee be directed to
forthwith seek a rule making in
order for consideration by the House,
House Resolution 988, and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That the House Com-
mittee on Rules be directed to give
immediate consideration to such re-
quest.

As indicated in ‘‘Hinds’ Precedents,’’
volume III, section 2678, Speakers are
authorized to make a preliminary de-
termination as to those questions pre-
sented which may involve privileges.
As reaffirmed by Speaker McCormack
on October 8, 1968 (Record p. 30214 to
30216) when a Member asserts that he
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15. 116 CONG. REC. 20245, 91st Cong. 2d
Sess.

rises to a question of the privileges of
the House, the Speaker may hear the
question and then, if the matter is not
one admissible as a question of privi-
lege of the House he can refuse rec-
ognition.

The Chair has listened to the argu-
ments concerning the privileged status
of this resolution and has examined
the precedents of the House in this re-
gard. It will be noted that the gen-
tleman from Illinois has relied heavily
on section 2609, volume III of ‘‘Hinds’
Precedents,’’ in which it was held by
Speaker Reed that a report having
been ordered to be made by a select
committee but not being made within a
reasonable time, a resolution directing
the report to be made raised a question
of the privileges of the House.

That case is distinguishable from the
present instance in that in this in-
stance the chairman has made the re-
port and the resolution is pending on
the calendar of the House and it does
not become privileged until the House
has adopted a resolution reported from
the Committee on Rules providing for
the consideration of House Resolution
988. The Chair does not feel that a
question of privilege of the House
under rule IX should be used as a
mechanism for giving privilege to a
motion which would not otherwise be
in order under the Rules of the House,
in this case, namely, a motion to direct
the Committee on Rules to take a cer-
tain action.

The Chair now would refer to Hinds’
Precedents, volume III, section 2610,
wherein Speaker Crisp ruled that a
charge that a committee had been in-
active in regard to a subject committed
to it did not constitute a question of
privilege of the House. . . .

The rules did not provide at the time
of Speaker Reed’s ruling, as is now the
case in clause 27(d)(2) of Rule XI, for a
mandatory filing of the reports within
7 calendar days after the measure has
been ordered reported upon signed re-
quest by a committee majority.

In the instant case, however, the Se-
lect Committee on Committees has
filed its report and the Chair is not
aware that the chairman of the Select
Committee on Committees has in any
sense violated the rule cited by the
gentleman from Illinois. For these rea-
sons, the Chair holds that the gentle-
man’s resolution does not present a
question of the privileges of the House
under [rule] IX and the resolution may
not be considered.

One-minute Speeches

§ 9.59 Recognition for one-
minute speeches is within
the discretion of the Speak-
er, and he sometimes with-
holds such recognition in the
hopes of expediting the busi-
ness of the House.
On June 17, 1970,(15) after the

disposition of a voting rights bill,
Speaker John W. McCormack, of
Massachusetts, recognized a Mem-
ber for a unanimous-consent re-
quest to address the House for
one minute. Mr. H. R. Gross, of
Iowa, stated, under a reservation
of objection to the request, that
the Speaker had announced at the
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16. See also 114 CONG. REC. 22633,
22634, 90th Cong. 2d Sess., July 22,

1968, for a colloquy between the
Speaker and minority Members on
the importance of the ‘‘one-minute’’
speech and recognition by the Speak-
er for that purpose.

For a discussion of the use of the
‘‘one-minute’’ speech in the practice
of the House, see § 73, infra.

17. 126 CONG. REC. 19386, 19387, 96th
Cong. 2d Sess.

beginning of the day that he was
not recognizing for one-minute
speeches, in order to expedite the
legislative business of the House.
Mr. Gross suggested that the re-
fusal to so recognize was moti-
vated by a desire to prevent de-
bate on the bill to be considered.

The Speaker responded:
The Chair will state to the gen-

tleman from Iowa that earlier in the
day the Chair did make the statement
that the Chair would not entertain
unanimous-consent requests for 1-
minute speeches to be delivered until
later on in the day.

I am sure that the gentleman from
Iowa clearly understood that statement
on the part of the Speaker. At that
particular time the Chair stated that
the Chair would recognize Members for
unanimous-consent requests to extend
their remarks in the Record or unani-
mous-consent requests to speak for 1
minute with the understanding that
they would not take their time but
would yield back their time.

I think the Chair clearly indicated
that the Chair would recognize Mem-
bers for that purpose at a later time
during the day. As far as the Chair is
concerned the custom of the 1-minute
speech procedure is adhered to as
much as possible because the Chair
thinks it is a very healthy custom.

The Chair had the intent, after the
disposition of the voting rights bill,
to recognize Members for 1-minute
speeches or further unanimous-consent
requests if they desired to do so.(16)

§ 9.60 Recognition for one-
minute speeches is within
the discretion of the Speak-
er; and when the House has a
heavy legislative schedule,
he sometimes refuses to rec-
ognize Members for that pur-
pose until the completion of
legislative business.
On July 24, 1980,(17) Speaker

Pro Tempore James C. Wright,
Jr., of Texas, made an an-
nouncement regarding one-minute
speeches, as follows:

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair desires to announce that in view
of the need to complete the legislative
schedule, which has been long delayed,
the Chair will recognize Members at
this time only for unanimous-consent
requests to revise and extend their re-
marks and not for 1-minute speeches.

Members will be recognized for 1-
minute speeches at the conclusion of
the legislative business today.

MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
gentleman will state it.
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18. Id. at pp. 19445, 19446.

19. 126 CONG. REC. 19762–64, 96th
Cong. 2d Sess.

20. James C. Wright, Jr. (Tex.).

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, it has, of
course, been traditional in the House
to allow 1-minute speeches at the dis-
cretion of the Chair, as the Chair has
just indicated.

Is this denial of 1-minute speeches to
be the policy for the remainder of the
session, or is it just for today?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair cannot and would not attempt to
set a policy for the remainder of the
session. For the remainder of this
week, today and tomorrow, the Chair
desires to complete the legislative pro-
gram that is scheduled for this week
and to allow Members to leave at 3
o’clock tomorrow.

Subsequently, a Member took
the floor for a special-order speech
to criticize the decision of the
Speaker Pro Tempore to refuse to
recognize for one-minute speeches
prior to legislative business on
that day: (18)

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. Bauman)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

(Mr. Bauman asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to observe with sorrow the
events that occurred earlier today. I
did not wish to explore them at length
during the 1-minute speech which I
was finally permitted, but I do think
they deserve some comment. I will try
to confine myself to the 1-hour the
House permits me under special order.

I happen to believe that the conduct
of the President’s brother, Billy Carter,

has raised valid questions that need to
be answered. . . .

So I would just suggest that we all
re-examine our position and only put
aside the traditions of the House and
the free speech of Members if it is ab-
solutely necessary for good reason.

§ 9.61 A point of order against
the manner in which the
Chair is conducting the pro-
ceedings of the House may
interrupt the reading of an
enrolled bill (by title) by the
Clerk; but in this instance,
the Chair’s refusal to rec-
ognize for unanimous-con-
sent requests to address the
House before legislative busi-
ness was held not to be sub-
ject to a point of order, since
such question of recognition
is within the discretion of
the Chair, who may refuse to
entertain such requests at
all.
The proceedings of the House on

July 25, 1980,(19) wherein a point
of order was overruled, were as
follows:

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (20) . . .
As the Chair announced yesterday, re-
quests to address the House for 1
minute will be entertained at the con-
clusion of the legislative business
today, rather than at the begin-
ning. . . .

The Chair believes there is genuine
value in the 1-minute rule in the exer-
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cise of free expression . . . . For all
its value, however, the Chair does not
believe that the 1-minute rule must
necessarily precede, nor be permitted
to postpone, the business of the House.

Subsequently, a resolution was
offered relating to structural defi-
ciencies in the West Front of the
Capitol, and a motion to table the
resolution was agreed to. There-
upon the following point of order
was raised:

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair lays before the House the fol-
lowing enrolled bill.

MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Speaker, I make a point of
order at this point. . . .

The Clerk proceeded to read the en-
rolled bill.

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Clerk will suspend.

A Member is seeking recognition to
make a point of order. . . . [T]he
Chair will ask the gentleman to state
his point of order.

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, prior to
the privileged or nonprivileged motions
just offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, the Chair unilaterally
issued a ruling regarding the 1-minute
speeches and stated in essence, if I re-
call, that these speeches would not be
permitted today or during his tenure
as Speaker pro tempore because of the
press of legislative business in the re-
mainder of the session. . . .

I make a point of order against the
ruling of the Chair. I make a point of
order that the Chair cannot in fact

deny the 1-minute speeches on the
ground which he stated, and as author-
ity for that, I cite chapter 21, section 7
of Deschler’s, wherein there are several
instances, including those referring to
July 22, 1968; June 17, 1970; and Oc-
tober 19, 1966, where the Chair de-
clined to recognize Members for 1-
minute speeches because of the press
of business, a heavy legislative sched-
ule, which is Deschler’s phrase, and
proceeding to unfinished business.

Mr. Speaker, my point of order is
that the traditions of the House, as
evidenced in these precedents, indicate
the Chair has the discretion to deny 1-
minute speeches on those grounds, but
that the ruling of the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Wright), the Speaker pro
tempore, has, in fact, allowed an arbi-
trary ground to be used at a time when
there is no press of heavy legislative
business manifested by the fact that
the Speaker and others have an-
nounced that we will adjourn today at
3 o’clock when we can easily stay here
and deal with any pressing legislative
business if that exists.

Further my point of order is that the
Speaker has departed from past tradi-
tions and, therefore, has exceeded his
discretion in regard to 1-minutes as
supported by the traditions of the
House.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair is prepared to rule on the point
of order, unless other Members insist
on being heard. The Chair is prepared
to rule.

The gentleman’s point of order in the
first place comes too late. But the
Chair is prepared to state that in any
event it is not a sustainable point of
order.
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1. See 2 Hinds’ Precedents §§ 1425–
1428; 6 Cannon’s Precedents § 292;
and 8 Cannon’s Precedents §§ 2429,
2646, 2762.

2. 126 CONG. REC. 19764, 96th Cong.
2d Sess., July 25, 1980.

3. 126 CONG. REC. 23456, 96th Cong.
2d Sess.

4. Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. (Mass.).

The gentleman from Maryland is
aware, because he is a scholar of the
rules of the House, and he is aware of
the great thrust of the very section to
which he made reference, paragraph 7
of chapter 21 of Deschler’s Procedure.

The Chair would simply recite one or
two of the precedents therein reported.
Recognition for 1-minute speeches is
within the discretion of the Speaker,
and his evaluation of the time con-
sumed is a matter for the Chair and is
not subject to challenge or question by
parliamentary inquiry.

Parliamentarian’s Note: In the
above instance, the Chair enter-
tained an appeal from his ruling
that no point of order lay against
his refusal to entertain unani-
mous-consent requests to address
the House before legislative busi-
ness, even though such a point of
order, addressed to a question of
recognition, is not ordinarily sub-
ject to appeal.(1) The appeal was
laid on the table.(2)

§ 9.62 Recognition is within
the discretion of the Chair,
who may deny a Member rec-
ognition to speak under the
‘‘one-minute rule’’ in order to
uphold order and decorum in
the House as required under

clause 2 of Rule I; thus, the
Speaker inquired of a Mem-
ber in the well seeking rec-
ognition, as to his purpose in
utilizing an object for dem-
onstration in debate, and
then denied that Member
recognition pursuant to his
authority under clause 2 of
Rule XIV, when he deter-
mined that the object might
subject the House to ridicule.
On Aug. 27, 1980,(3) the fol-

lowing proceedings occurred in the
House:

THE SPEAKER: (4) The Chair would
ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Shuster) what he intends to do
with the doll. The Chair is not going to
allow the Congress to be held up to
ridicule and will object to any such ex-
hibit being used in debate.

MR. [E. G.] SHUSTER [of Pennsyl-
vania]: Mr. Speaker, if I may respond,
I simply want to introduce this duck as
a symbol of the lameduck session that
I want to speak to.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair is of the
opinion the Member would be holding
the House up to ridicule and would ask
the gentleman to make the speech
without utilizing the apparatus or the
doll or anything of that nature.

MR. SHUSTER: Mr. Speaker, this is
certainly not the intention.

THE SPEAKER: That is the way the
Chair feels about it and the Chair so
rules.
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5. 121 CONG. REC. 26243–47, 94th
Cong. 1st Sess. 6. Carl Albert (Okla.).

(Mr. Shuster asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Parliamentarian’s Note: The
original transcript shows that the
Speaker first inquired as to Mr.
Shuster’s purpose and then denied
him recognition, and that Mr.
Shuster was then recognized for
one minute. Thus, the Speaker
was exercising his power of rec-
ognition, and was not unilaterally
preventing the use of a dem-
onstration during debate, which
would be a matter to be deter-
mined by a vote of the House,
under Rule XXX.

Special-order Speeches

§ 9.63 The Speaker is not re-
quired to recognize Members
for scheduled ‘‘special order’’
speeches immediately upon
completion of legislative
business but may continue to
recognize other Members for
unanimous-consent requests
and permissible motions.
On July 31, 1975,(5) the propo-

sition stated above was dem-
onstrated in the House as follows:

MR. JOHN L. BURTON [of California]:
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

THE SPEAKER: (6) The motion is not
in order since we just had a vote on a
similar motion and there has been no
intervening business or debate. . . .

The Chair will take unanimous-con-
sent requests.

MR. [JOHN J.] RHODES [of Arizona]:
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recess subject to the call of the Chair.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
to the gentleman that is not a privi-
leged motion. The Chair cannot enter-
tain that motion at this time.

MR. [WILLIAM L.] ARMSTRONG [of
Colorado]: Mr. Speaker, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry. Mr. Speaker, my
parliamentary inquiry is will the Chair
state what is the pending business be-
fore the House?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
there is no pending business. . . .

MR. ARMSTRONG: Mr. Speaker, under
a previous order of the House I have
been granted a special order for 60
minutes. I ask to be recognized at this
time for that purpose.

THE SPEAKER: The gentleman from
Colorado does not have the first special
order.

MR. [BARBER B.] CONABLE [Jr., of
New York]: Mr. Speaker, I believe I
have the first special order, and I ask
to be recognized.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair is not going
to recognize any special order at this
time, and the Chair has that author-
ity. . . .

MR. [JOE D.] WAGGONNER [Jr., of
Louisiana]: . . . Mr. Speaker, is it not
correct to say that if a unanimous-con-
sent request to allow the Committee on
Rules until midnight to file a report on
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7. 121 CONG. REC. 26249, 26251, 94th
Cong. 1st Sess.

8. Carl Albert (Okla.).

the Turkish aid issue now being de-
bated by the other body, was granted,
that the House could then adjourn and
at the same time work its will because
then, if the Committee on Rules files a
report, it could be considered then
under the rules of the House, and if
they did not file a report, the issue
would be moot?

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair will state that that is an accu-
rate statement of the situation, as the
Chair understands it. . . .

MR. [DANTE B.] FASCELL [of Florida]:
Mr. Speaker, there have been some re-
marks made that the House would be
denied its will and there would be no
way to consider the matter in the
event the other body agreed to some
legislation tonight. Am I correct in the
proposition that if a bill is passed by
the other body tonight, there is a pro-
cedure under the rules whereby the
matter could be considered tomor-
row? . . .

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
this. The regular rule is that a report
from the Rules Committee has to go
over 1 day or it takes a two-thirds vote
for consideration on the day reported.
The other way is that a unanimous-
consent request can be made, and if
the Committee on Rules can file it by
10 o’clock tomorrow, and the House ad-
journs tonight, then it will take a ma-
jority vote for consideration tomorrow
after the House meets, just as it al-
ways does on a subsequent legislative
day.

§ 9.64 The Speaker may not be
compelled by a motion under
Rule XXV to recognize Mem-
bers for scheduled ‘‘special

orders’’ immediately upon
completion of scheduled leg-
islative business, but rather
may continue to exercise his
power of recognition under
Rule XIV clause 2 to rec-
ognize other Members for
unanimous-consent requests
and permissible motions;
thus, the Speaker has de-
clined to recognize a Member
who sought to invoke Rule
XXV to interfere with the
Speaker’s power of recogni-
tion.
Rule XXV, which provides that

‘‘questions as to the priority of
business shall be decided by a ma-
jority without debate,’’ merely pre-
cludes debate on motions to go
into Committee of the Whole, on
questions of consideration, and on
appeals from the Chair’s decisions
on priority of business, and should
not be utilized to permit a motion
directing the Speaker to recognize
Members in a certain order or to
otherwise establish an order of
business. Thus, for example, on
July 31, 1975,(7) the Speaker (8) re-
fused to recognize a Member who
sought to make a motion to direct
recognition of Members for special
orders.

MR. PHILLIP BURTON [of California]:
Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order
that a quorum is not present.
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MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Speaker, I make a point of
order. . . .

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make
the point of order to this effect: Under
the new rules of the House, is it not
true that once the House has pro-
ceeded to the closing business of the
day, granting requests for absences
and special orders, that it is no longer
in order to make a point of order that
a quorum is not present?

THE SPEAKER: The Chair has not
started to recognize Members for spe-
cial orders yet. All the business on the
Chair’s desk has been completed. . . .

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that the rules pre-
clude a quorum at this point because
personal requests have already been
read from the desk. A leave of absence
was granted to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Teague).

Under the new rules, Mr. Speaker, a
quorum does not lie after this point of
business in the day.

THE SPEAKER: If the Chair under-
stands the gentleman’s point of order,
it relates to the fact, which is a new
rule, not the rule we used to follow.
The rule is that once a special order
has started, the Member who has the
special order and is speaking cannot be
taken off his feet by a point of order of
no quorum. However, there is nothing
in the rules of which the Chair is
aware that requires the Chair to begin
to call a special order at any particular
time.

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I move
under rule XXV that the House pro-
ceed to recognize the Members pre-
viously ordered to have special orders
today, and on that I ask for a rollcall
vote.

MR. [MICHAEL T.] BLOUIN [of Iowa]:
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The question was taken.
MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, on that,

I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 137, nays
202, not voting 95, as follows: . . .

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, under
rule XXV, I again renew my motion
that the Chair proceed to the recogni-
tion of other Members who have pre-
viously been granted special orders for
today.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Danielson).

MR. [GEORGE E.] DANIELSON [of
California]: Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

THE SPEAKER: Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, there is
a motion pending.

Mr. Speaker, I object.
THE SPEAKER: Objection is heard.
MR. [RICHARD] BOLLING [of Mis-

souri]: Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

MR. [JOHN J.] RHODES [of Arizona]:
Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 142, nays
205, not voting 87, as follows: . . . .
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9. 121 CONG. REC. 26952–54, 94th
Cong. 1st Sess.

10. 129 CONG. REC. 6501, 6503, 98th
Cong. 1st Sess.

§ 9.65 Once special orders have
begun, it is customary not to
resume legislative business,
however this custom is not
binding on the House and
the Speaker has the author-
ity to recognize for further
business; thus, on occasion
the Speaker has announced
that he would begin to call
the special orders, which ac-
tion would not prejudice
calling up of further legisla-
tive business later that day.
On Aug. 1, 1975,(9) Speaker

Carl Albert, of Oklahoma, made
the following statement:

THE SPEAKER: . . . The normal pro-
cedure, as the Members know, special
orders are called when the legislative
business has ended. We have not
called special orders yet.

We have at least three bills, to my
knowledge, that may come over here
from the Senate.

The Chair would like to take the
special orders and reserve the author-
ity to call up these bills at a later
time. . . .

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER

THE SPEAKER: Without prejudice to
calling up other legislative business
which might come over to the House

from the Senate, the Chair will call the

special orders at this time.

Recognition for Legislative
Business After Special-order
Speeches

§ 9.66 The Speaker announced,
after a point of order had
been sustained against the
consideration of further
scheduled legislative busi-
ness for the day (necessi-
tating consideration of a res-
olution by the Committee on
Rules and by the House),
that he had the prerogative
and intention to recognize
Members for consideration of
further legislative business
after special-order speeches
had been conducted in order
to complete the schedule for
the day, notwithstanding the
customary, but non-binding,
practice that legislative busi-
ness is not conducted once
special-order speeches have
begun.

The following proceedings oc-
curred in the House on Mar. 22,
1983: (10)
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11. Charles E. Bennett (Fla.). 12. Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. (Mass.).

POINT OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
SIDERATION OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 91,
FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON THE BUDGET—FISCAL
YEAR 1984

MR. [TOM] LOEFFLER [of Texas]: Mr.
Speaker, I have a point of order
against consideration of this budget
resolution.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: (11) The
gentleman will state his point of order.

MR. LOEFFLER: Mr. Speaker, I make
a point of order against the consider-
ation of House Concurrent Resolution
91, which is the House concurrent
budget resolution for fiscal year 1984,
on the grounds that its consideration
would violate the provisions of clause
2(l)(6) of rule XI of the rules of the
House [prohibiting the consideration of
any measure or matter in the House
reported by any committee (except the
Committee on Rules) unless copies of
the report and reported measure have
been available to Members for at least
three days]. . . .

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair believes that while House Reso-
lution 144 was intended to permit im-
mediate consideration of House Con-
current Resolution 91, the provisions of
clause 2(l)(6), rule XI do technically—
under the second sentence of that
clause—separately require a 3-day
availability of the Budget Committee’s
report. That part of the rule was not
separately waived, and although the
10-day rule was waived effectively, the
Chair will sustain the point of order
and advise that under that rule the
Rules Committee may immediately re-

port out and call up a special order
waiving the 3-day rule.

THE SPEAKER: (12) The Chair’s under-
standing now is that the Rules Com-
mittee will meet and will report back
somewhere around the time of 8:30.
The Chair will go to Special Orders at
this particular time and we could ask
for a recess subject to the call of the
Chair and the reporting of the Rules
Committee.

Following a parliamentary in-
quiry that interceded at this
point, the Speaker made the fol-
lowing announcement:

THE SPEAKER: The Chair announces,
it is the intention and the prerogative
of the Speaker after special orders to
call up business, in case there is any-
body lingering out there that thinks
the Speaker does not have that power.

MR. [ROBERT S.] WALKER [of Penn-
sylvania]: Mr. Speaker, I had under-
stood that it is not formalized by the
rules, but there is an informal arrange-
ment that had been agreed to early in
the Congress that we would not take
up business after special orders had
been started.

Is that now going to be canceled at
the discretion of the Chair, is that my
understanding of what the Speaker is
saying?

THE SPEAKER: I am sure as the gen-
tleman appreciates, it is the special
duty of the Speaker to see that the
program of the day is put through.
When the occasion arises when there is
an exception, the Speaker would act in
the best interests of the majority of the
House and not just an individual or
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13. 90 CONG. REC. 1221, 1222, 78th
Cong. 2d Sess.

two in the eyes of the Speaker, and
consequently it would be understood by
the precedents that that is the way the
Speaker would act and the Speaker
would recognize for consideration of
legislation.

Motion To Recommit

§ 9.67 The Chair will generally
recognize a minority Member
(who is opposed to the meas-
ure) to offer a motion to re-
commit, but is not required
to recognize any particular
minority Member where no
minority committee member
seeks recognition.
On Feb. 3, 1944,(13) the Com-

mittee of the Whole was consid-
ering S. 1285, providing voting for
members of the armed services. A
discussion about recognition for a
motion to recommit ensued, and
Speaker Sam Rayburn, of Texas,
took the floor to explain the
Chair’s position:

MR. [JOSEPH W.] MARTIN [Jr.], of
Massachusetts: I might say to the gen-
tleman from Missouri there has been a
good deal of discussion about this mo-
tion to recommit. We have had one
contest which was wrongly interpreted
in which we fought to preserve the in-
tegrity of the rules of the House and to
protect a right that has always be-
longed to the minority. . . .

I am perfectly willing for the Chair-
man to recognize the gentleman from

California [Mr. Anderson] to make that
motion, and he is, I know, opposed to
the bill. . . .

MR. [JOHN J.] COCHRAN [of Mis-
souri]: Unless he is opposed to the bill
he is not qualified.

MR. [JOHN Z.] ANDERSON of Cali-
fornia: Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

MR. COCHRAN: I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

MR. ANDERSON of California: I will
say to the gentleman from Missouri
that I have a motion to recommit
which will request the Committee on
Election of President, Vice President,
and Representatives in Congress to re-
port back the bill forthwith with the
Worley bill in it. I trust that I will be
recognized. . . .

MR. RAYBURN: Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

MR. COCHRAN: I yield to the distin-
guished Speaker of the House.

MR. RAYBURN: I trust that this col-
loquy will not take away from the
Speaker what has always been his pre-
rogative, to recognize any member of
the minority to offer a motion to re-
commit when no member of the com-
mittee offers a motion.

MR. COCHRAN: In my opinion no
Member on the minority side who is a
member of the committee can stand
up, in view of the fact that they all
signed the report, and say he is op-
posed to the bill. Therefore some per-
son outside of the committee will have
to do it.

MR. MARTIN of Massachusetts: Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

MR. COCHRAN: I yield.
MR. MARTIN of Massachusetts: There

will be no minority member of the com-
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14. 129 CONG. REC. 23244, 98th Cong.
1st Sess.

15. William H. Gray, 3d (Pa.).
16. 126 CONG. REC. 23459, 96th Cong.

2d Sess.

mittee, in my opinion, who can stand
up and say he is opposed to the bill,
but I would like to address a word or
two to my beloved friend, the Speaker.
I realize it rests with the Speaker to
recognize the Member to make the mo-
tion to recommit. The clear intent of
the rule, however, in my opinion, is to
give that weapon of recommitment to
the minority and not to any minority of
the minority.

MR. RAYBURN: I just wanted to make
it entirely clear that I always recognize
somebody in the minority if they qual-
ify, but I could not allow anybody to
commit me to recognize any particular
member of the minority.

Motion To Adjourn

§ 9.68 Where the two Houses
have adopted a concurrent
resolution permitting an ad-
journment of the House to a
day certain in excess of three
days upon motion made by
the Majority Leader or a
Member designated by him,
the Speaker may recognize
the Member so designated to
move to adjourn pursuant to
the concurrent resolution,
over another Member whose
motion to adjourn if agreed
to would only permit the
House to adjourn overnight.
On Aug. 4, 1983,(14) the follow-

ing proceedings occurred in the
House:

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE:(15) The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas.

MR. [HANK] BROWN of Colorado: Mr.
Speaker, I have a privileged motion. I
move the House adjourn.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE: The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas.

MR. [HENRY B.] GONZALEZ [of
Texas]: Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Concurrent Resolution 153, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Recognition for Debate Under
Reservation of Right To Ob-
ject to Adoption of Adjourn-
ment Resolution

§ 9.69 A concurrent resolution
providing for an adjourn-
ment of more than three
days for the House and Sen-
ate is not debatable, but the
Chair may in his discretion
recognize for debate under a
reservation of the right to
object (to adoption of the res-
olution).
On Aug. 27, 1980,(16) the fol-

lowing proceedings occurred in
the House during consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution
118:

The Speaker laid before the House
the privileged Senate concurrent reso-
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17. Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. (Mass.).

lution (S. Con. Res. 118) providing for
a recess of the Senate from August 27
to September 3, 1980, and an adjourn-
ment of the House from August 28 to
September 3, 1980.

The Clerk read the title of the Sen-
ate concurrent resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 118

Resolved by the Senate (the House
of Representatives concurring), That
when the Senate completes its busi-
ness on Wednesday, August 27,
1980, it stand in recess until 10
o’clock a.m. on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 3, 1980, and that when the
House completes its business on
Thursday, August 28, 1980, it stand
adjourned until 12 o’clock noon on
Wednesday, September 3, 1980.

THE SPEAKER:(17) Without objection,
the Senate concurrent resolution is
concurred in.

MR. [ROBERT E.] BAUMAN [of Mary-
land]: Mr. Speaker, are we permitted
to debate this matter?

THE SPEAKER: No, it is not debat-
able.

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I wondered whether
any Member intended to explain the
necessity for the recess, in view of the
fact there has been some objection
quite obviously from the minority
about recessing at all because of the
announced lameduck session. . . .

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will state
that this is a long-announced recess,
since the beginning of the year, and
Members from both sides of the aisle
expect to be home, of course, and in
their district through Labor Day. . . .

The leadership, I am sure, was in
agreement with this earlier in the year
when the schedule for the year was
printed.

The question comes on adoption of
the Senate concurrent resolution.
Without objection——

MR. BAUMAN: Mr. Speaker, I would
further reserve the right to object, un-
less the Chair wants to put the ques-
tion.

THE SPEAKER: The Chair would like
to put the question unless the gen-
tleman desires to say something fur-
ther. Does the gentleman reserve the
right to object to adopting the concur-
rent resolution by unanimous consent?

MR. BAUMAN: I reserve the right to
object, Mr. Speaker.

I am only saying, Mr. Speaker, that
the legislative schedule has been
changed before. We have been told that
we will recess on October 4, as opposed
to staying and completing our work,
and then we will come back into fur-
ther session after the election. If that
kind of a major change can be made, it
seems to me there is still time for us
to consider the possibility of staying in
session, as has been suggested by the
minority leader, the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. Rhodes).

THE SPEAKER: The Chair will put the
question, and the Members, if they de-
sire to vote on it, may vote as they see
fit.

MR. BAUMAN: I thank the Chair and
I urge a vote against the recess so that
we can stay here and finish our busi-
ness and avoid a lameduck session.

THE SPEAKER: The question is on the
Senate concurrent resolution.
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